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end of the comfortably familiar collegial goveinance model perceived

to .exist at, many institutiens of higher learning. In its place was an

adversary model based on a labor-management duahty accompanied '
~ by increased emphasls on working conditions that were thought to

exist only outside the walls.of the “community of scholars”: arbitra-

- tion of labor. practices, wage dnsputes and'job security based on con-
.tracts to replace peer recognition through tenure, -

The suitability of industrial bargal‘nng methods to hlgher educa-
Jtion frequemly has béen called into question. One reasoh .for thls is

. the- difficulty of trying to quantify- the processes and outcomes of .

higher education, ‘that is, the problem of measuring competencies;

- however, it is just this outcome ambxguny that often forces collective

bargaining into.play. A program.may be highly intellectually success-

ful, but the faculty may be subject to dismissal because.the program
"does not attract enough students or is.not considéred cost. effective. )
- It is here that the irony of collective bargaining on college campuses‘ ‘

can be seen: the collegial system breaks down due to material external
forces but the industrial labor-management model may not adequately
handle the internal, normative structure of academe,

Now that higher education has’experienced nearly a decade of col) -

Tective bargammg, there exists sufficient research evidence to‘develop -
some idea of the 1mpact that collective bargaining has had on the
structure\ and mission’ of the institutions..In this meticulous study by

Dr. Barbara Lee, ‘educational researcher and writer, some of the basic - -

* concerns and myths surrounding collective bargammg are examined:

How has the power of deans and: department. chalrpersons been.

altered? has peer review and tenure been replaced by contracts? can

._‘collegnal decxslonmakmg and unionized governance coexist? and how
_ is- authority and power redistributed by (he collective ° ‘bargaining

. invaluable aid to’ both faculty and ‘adminisifators who are about to
enter mto collective bargammg or who are, ced with the inevitable

Q
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process? This analysis of the- ma]o‘r research of the collective bargain- -

ing process and the accompanymg bxbhograp should prove to be an

process of contract renegonanons ' .

)
. . . )

]orjathan 'D..Fife, Director

-
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For many educators the advent of coHective ba)gainipg signaled the -
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. Faculty collectxvc bargammg is a relanvely ‘new phenomgnm

AT hlgher e&ucanon However, since 1970, over one-third of- ll faculty'_ .
- members natwnally have. orgamzed into formal units for the purpose
of negotiating salaries and working conditions (Gemme.ll 1978)« Be-
- cause of the rapid giowth of this movement, ‘trustees, legislators, col- <
leg'e inistrators, and faculty mesbers 'have aften found themselves
seriously underprepared to“'confront the adversanal bargaining ‘re-
lationship. Many have predicted that a structured, formal negotiating
relationship would’weaken or destroy collegial. governance and con-
- sensual decmonmakmg Managmg institutions of higher education,
already complicated by increasing intervention of federal and state
- agencies, declining enrollments combined with concomitantly shrink-
/-ing bBudgets, -and faculty ‘made uneasy by a_tightening academic job
" market, may be made niore complex by the imposition of a bilateral,
formal, adversary bargaining relanonshlp between fa(‘ulty and ad-
mmistr;uors . .

After nearly a decade of studying the effects of faculty umomzanon e

. on higher education, researchers find that numerous factors 1mpmge g
upon a faculty s decision tolumdmze Generally, the faculty’s pre-bar: '
gammg ¥ole 'in-governancé may be equally.as important as the, de-@. Z

cisions of state or federal Iibor boards in determining the composition °

"~ of the bnrgammg unit or the structure and scope of bargaining. Also,
' charaqterlsncs of the individuals in their roles as union leaders, cam-
pus administrators, and state or system-level negotiators also have the’

I potential to “influence significantly the quality of negonanons and
contract -administration relationships. '

, These {ssues must be consndered when' attempting to gauge the

' 1mpact of faculty umomzanon on’the management of ‘colleges and "
-unitersities. They become even more important for faculty and ad-
ministrators who must plan for the future of these.institutions. Long-

-range planning and frequent reassessment of institutional missio,

" -.. ‘which are important. processes for higher education in‘general, bex

‘come critical for unionized institutions, since - short-term contract -

. agreéments can subtly alter institutional goals and mission. A
thorough grasp of pertinent legislation and familiarity with- ruling
on the scope and:structure of bargaining can ehable administratér,

T ang faculty to mold the “industrial” bargaining model to higher edi

".' . B B
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* - cation in general and to the umque needs of thetr mstttutton or sys:
o tem of institutions., " - - : ’
~‘This analysis of research and other literature concerns the 1mpltca-
tions of faculty\bargammg for dectslonmakmg in four-year colleges
and - universities.! In partncular, it ‘describes institutional- variables
using' research from _political science and*sociology to explain more
fully the - dynamxcs, apart from faculty. bargammg, that charactenze
- colleges and universitieg, ‘After briefly' examining the legal structure
" and- development of faculty bargaining, the analysis turns to’ the im-
pact of unionization on decisionmaking in several areas of institu- -
-~ tional operation. From this synthesis of research ﬁndmgs, the follow-
mg general implications for mstttuttonal practtce resul:

(1) Administrators often have the opportumty, and the mﬂuence, t6
,oe shape bargammg Iegtslatton before it is enacted, or to modify its
' b terpretation after enactment. Active attempts by administrators
" td influence bargammg structure and scope may preserve admtms—
. trgtive influence in later negotiation decisions.
* (2) On campuses where some form of cooperative accomquatton has
S olved between union:and admtmstrattqp, unionized governance
* 'has been modified by mutual agreemem to address spec:ﬁc mstxtu-
“tional needs. : -
. (8) The attitude and actions_of the president during umomzatton, -
.. negotiations, and contract administration have a substdntial im /-
. .. . pact'on the quality of ufiion-administration relatioffShips. , . ¢
’ }(4) Faculty bargammg contributes to the redistribution of authmty .
C both thhm institutions and at. the state or system level. Ad-
g -smlmstrattve decisionmaking practices have, .consequently, become
“'more fonsultatjve, although contractual spectﬁcattons for decision
y accountablltty often place ﬁnal decision authonty with top-level
’ i dadm;mstrators . g e
s '(%) Strong system-level unions tdnd to encourage the centrahzatton of
\ i ‘decision power to the management -level .with which the union
‘ ‘bargains. Informal coalitions between administrators and umon
- leaders on individual campuses have preserved some local campus _
autonomy. . ' S
‘These general conclusions suggest strategies- for admtmstrattve be-
havior that have been shown to contrtbute to posmve umon-ad-_

PR

°

l'l‘wo-year colleges have unionized more quickly and_in greater numben thar

have four-yer institutions; however, because of differences in history, structure,
.~ function, and program offerings bétween -two-tear “colleges and_the . - majority * of #

four-year institutions. this anal\m is limited td unijonized four- -year colleges and
univemues. C oo . '

2 A ) .’ . . ._ V.- ! ) .‘:
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*."" tem-of governing colleges and universities.

\ - -

" 'ministration relationships, more amicable joint decisionmaking, and
. increased s'a4tlsfacuon with the quallty of decisionmaking. These

strategies em phaSlZC

* (1) Administrative initiative in attemptmg to mﬂuence bargammg

legislation or its interpretation;

?.(2) Open and informal communication among adtﬁimstrators, union

leaders, and other faculty groups;

~(8) The joint- determination of a structure that will permlt "dual

“track” governance? to flourish;

16)] Administrative cooperation with faculty unions, Wthl‘L tends to

‘discourage union militancy;

(5) Long-range plannmg processes that involve union and faculty -

~ groups in the planning process as well as administrators; - |
(6) A combinatibn of political skill and strong collegial values that
are essefitial to the successful management, by. admmlstrators
" faculty, and union leaders alike, of unionized institutions..

Further research on most aspects of faculty bargammg is needed to

understand its implications for the management' of four-year institu-
tions. Structural studies must be combined with examination of
social processes on unionized campuses to explain this dynamic sys-

4 : o
- . L : [ ~ ’ . -~

.
\

+2 Kemerer and Baldndgc (]975) fefer to, a svstem in whxch' pon-union facult\

" governance groups (such as senates) co-exist with 2. faculty union as “dual-track”
‘ goCcmancc Each group has its own dcclslonal jurisdiction or “tfack.”

; '
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i
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. Before attempting to 'degerrhiﬁe" the implicatidns of faculty bargain-

~ ,ing for the administration of colleges and universities, it is essential

3

* dation for subsequent examination of the implicatioris of faculty bar- '

‘ -other organizations. The_technology employed by a college is “tn- v
tensive,” for-its professional employees select and combifie :the “pro-

B p. 17)."In addition to their complexity, institutions of higher educa- .

' to recognize the special qualities these institutions possess. Institutions

‘“of"-highe‘r education are unique as organizations; their structure, 'thei;
organizational goals, and the characteristics .of - their emplqyees are
notably different from business or industrial orgdnizations. The _dy-“

namics-of power and influence relationships within;colleges and gni-

- versitiés affect and are affected by the collective bargaining relation-’
ship. Examining some of the characteristics of these organizations, -

apart from their role in'the bargaining relationship, provides a foun:

gaining for administering an institution of higher education.
o R . ’ L : . .

1 . .

Comﬁlexity of Structure Lo S o
Institutions of higher education are compleéx organizations (T homp-

son 1967), but this: factor in itself does not distinguish them from -

. duction™ techniques to be ‘used on’ the basis of their judgment about
»the requirements of the task or problem to be addressed (T hompson,

tion are "looselg coupled” systems (Meyer 1975). Faculty -are not
closely supervised, and enjoy considerable autonomy in’ determining
wcourfe cdntent and selecting the manner of* teaching they will em-

_ploy. The amount of time outside the classroom speift on professional .-
duties is normally left to_the faculty’s discretion (Platt and Parsons

1968). Specialists usually cluster within a department. or discipline,
4nd develop- théir own criteria for monitoring their “product” and
evaluating the performance of their colleagues. Clark cited specializa-
tion by distipliq'e as a “fracturing" device that limits participation in

- institution-wide actiyities and increases the complexity of educational

. C L, o . S T . ° . . - .
* orgamzations. As a result of the diversity within higher educauQn in-

stitutions, “the formal Structure in itself is boiind to be full of over-

_ lap, gap, and contradiction. It becomes {omewhat like a confederation
of.tribes that have wandered into the same campground" (Clark 1968,

= p. 18). Ba_ldridge‘et al. (1977) confirmed that increasing size and com- -

. .

[y

. . - ’
. . . ¥ . -
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plexity of colleges and umversmes appear to remforce the professnonal. .

autonomy ‘of fhculty Lo A L
-Ina umllar vem Cohen and March have descnb(d institutions of -

" higher educatxon as *"organized anarclue“" They cite problematnc )

goals, unclear’ technology, and fluid participation of organizational

personnel as: evidente of the chaos within these orgamzatnons‘(1974 '

PP: 28): These features of colleges and universities complicate the >

. decmonmakmg process for_the amount of interest and participation

that any particular | 1ssue m# generate ‘is unpredictable. Cohen and . ° -
March conclude that stindard management tools and procedures are -7,
inappropriate - and madequate to deal with "organized anarchles" "',- '

© (9 :

Despite - the specxahzed nature- of therr technology, institutions of" o
- higher education as a whole are highly susceptrble to pressures “from '--': Y

" the environment. Their -non-profit status. causes greate deperfdence : ?

on external support. Demand for ,hxgher education fluctuates, affect-

ing the numbers of students and the types of educational programs in

which they choose to. enroll, Regulations promulgated by Jtate and |

federal- governments affect decisions on hiring  practices, admission

criteria, and building deslgn Funding sources, both public and pri-

vate, must be courted Market conditions influence - the ‘number of

faculty available to - teach, wrth concomitant impacts on personnel.

policies. The health or survival of the fhstitution may depend on its

ability to adapt to fluctuations in its environment (Terreberry 1968).

This question of flexibility and adaptability will have relevance to a

later dxscusston of collectwe bargaining-and organizational change: .

......

5 'Added to the structural .and orgamzatxonal complexrty o} ‘colleges

and ’umversmes is a-second factor that may have even more relevance

for individuals atterfipting to manage these mstxtuttops The primary
elnployees ‘of these orgahizations, the faculty; are -professionals;, a -
term that implies specialized knowledge or expertise, long training,
‘and a set of norms developed duritlg -this training (Blau 1964). Pro- . .

' fessional norms include the desire for autonomy over their work, - SR

e

+ evaluation by dlSC'learY peers, control over entrance to ‘the- profes- "»-%. Do

- sion. and to the colleague group, and partrcrpatron in any decision ,
‘concerning matterg of academic _pollcy, personnel policy, or other R
areas affectmg faculty welfare -(Epstein 1974). .-
Yet faculty must function within' colleges and- umversmes whtch L
are, to some degree bureaucratrc Although' these organizations may A
- not thlblt all of the characterrstlcs of a pure bureaucracy dEScnbéd
- ER ‘. ' S .1"5
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by Weber. (1947), enough bureaucratic features are present to create
conflict with professionals who resist being controlled by individuals
outside their specialized dlsuplme (Stroup J1966). Lay boards of
trustees have formal, legal, and fiduciary responsibility for- the per-

) formance of the institution. Much of this responsibility may be dele-

‘gated to administrators and some also to faculty, but final account-

ability for institutional performance remains with the trustees (Wollett
1975). This responsibility ‘requires.a central authority that coordi--
nates activities of thg faculty, aflocates resources, and reviews-decisions

‘Made’at lower level§iof the hierarchy (Lewis and.Ryan 1977). Often;

organizational goals collide with the orientation of faculty professnon-

_als (Etzioni 1964), especially where resources are scarce. In a bureau-

cracy, authority is derived from hierarchical position and role, while
a professional’s authority results from specialized knowledge and the

* respect of disciplinary peers (Scott 1966).

. -

The conflict-engendered by the presence of professionals in a bu-
reaucratic- organization is usually embodied in a power struggle. Blau
conceptualized power as an exchange process between the supplier
and the consumer of a good or service, with corresponding dependency
relationships between both-individuals (1964). Power relations within

-colleges and universities involve the exchange of professional services

(e.g.. teaching, research, and service) for organizational rewards such
as salary, tenure, travel, research funds, or other benefits (Epstein
1974). Professionals develop expectations for these tewards during
their training, and these expe‘i:r.ations act as the incentive ta “make‘
the greater investments needed to become a professional” (Blau 1964,
p. 161). When demand for faculty is low (as with the depressed aca-

.demic job market, which began declining in the early 1970's), rewards
lessen and militancy nﬁy ensue: (Blau, p. 161). Corwin found, in

studies of teacher unionization in elementary and secondary schools,
that inconsistencies between faculty expectafions for authority and
their actual power led to militancy and subsequent union organiza-
tion (1970). Before unionization, even on the. most prestigious cam-
puses, the amount and scope of faculty autonomy was rarely formal-

. ized between the administration and the faculty, while faculty senates

and other policy groups were often merely “advisory” (Foote, Mayer
et al. 1968). | -

Researchers 3’0t-her_ writers have tended to agree that the author-
ity to'make dectfions on academic campuses should be shared between
faculty and administrators (Millett 1962; Kerr 1968; McConnell and
Mortimer 1971; and numerous others). Yet little agreement exists ‘as

- 13
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to the way decisionmaking authority is divided, how decisions are
made in colleges and universities, and the propriety ‘of allocating
certain decision areas to specific individuals or groups. D|ﬂerencgs
among institutions on the basis of size, type of control, mission, and,
‘institutional history also influence the manner by which decisions are
made (Begin 1973a).

The area of decision authority®that fatulty ’prqbably value most

highly and guard most jealously is control over evaluation and per- -
- sonnel recommendations. Dornbusch and Scott suggested that the

power to evaluate an individual's performance was a contsol mechan-
ism in any orgamzanon (1975, PP- {98, 201). The cardinal element of
a faculty member’s value system is peer evaluation (Blau 1973; Ladd
and Lipset 1§75), which includes the authority to determine evalua-
tion criteria, procedures used for peer evaluation, and standards. of
pcrformance Faculty authority to evaluate their peers has been
threatened during the past decade by tight budgets, increased central-
ization of policymaking by state and system education offices, and a
decline in stud‘m enrollments. Faculty have resisted the erosion of
their former power, and many have turned to unionization to con-
serve, reestablish, or.strengthen their authority to evaluate their
colleagues.

The foregoing 4|scuss|on presumes widespread faculty authonty to
evaluate their pders prior to the onset of collective bargaining. In
actuality, this power was not present'on some campuses, and existed
in varying degrees on others. Parsons and Platt studied power and
influence in academic decisionmaking in institutions of varying
structural and quality types, and found considerable differences in
faculty power. Faculty at large or high-quality institutions-made many
decisions and influenced many more, while faculty at smaller institu-
tions (such as private colleges and public teachers’ colleges) had little
power to make decisions and less ability to influence the administra-
tors and trustees who. wielded most of the decision power (1968).2
Research ‘conducted on faculty autonémy by Baldridge et al. (1978)
confirmed that greater institutional size and complexity tend to en-
hance faculty autonomy.” :

.

1

8 The lack of group power of faculty did not limit the power of faculty members
as individuals to influence decisionmaking. Indecd. individual faculty members
often influenced decisions ma:dc bv chairpersons, deans, and ccn(ral-lcvcl.qdminis-
trators. However, this “"power” was informal and';’dios\'ncralic to the particular
individuals involved in decisionmaking (cf. Stroup 1966: Dressel et al. 1970).

©
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Political Processes on Campused

~ Irrespective of the size, structure, or qualnty of a college Or uni
versity, political processes occur that resemble those in other types of
orgamzanons and in soclety at large. Baldridge ﬁcnbed governance
within institutions qf higher education as a~ poWMical process, domi-
nated by interest groups that attempt to influence decisionmaking by
pressuring policymakers and formn* veto groups (1971). But: despite
faculty pressure for the right to pMmc in decisionmaking, many
faculty membeérs have refused to participate when given the oppor-
tunity (March 1966; Dykes 1968; Clark 1968; Thomas 1976). Milbrath

LI

ex amed that this behavior is typical of democratic political sys- -

. He wrote that in most democratic societies three levels of par
ncnpauon occur. The “apathetics,” who comprise approxlmately one-
third of the electorate, neither vote nor participate in polmcal ac-
tivities. Approximately.60 percent of the electorate are spectators
who vote and discuss political issues. One to two percent are the * ‘glad-

iators” who are the political activists, office holders, and actual de.
cmo_nmakcrs {1965, p. 21). McConnell and Mortimer noted the useful-

ness of thiy model for understanding the lack of faculty participation

in academic decisionmaking. The low participation rate also explains_
the tendency for ollgarchlés of senior faculty to -centrol much of the

decisionmaking prior to collective bargaining, ‘since the “apathetics”
and the “spectators” delegate their decisionmaking authority, either
'through choice’ or by default, to a small number of faculty who
then act in the mame of all faculty members (McConnell and Mor-
timer 1971, p. 22).

Michels, in his study of oligarchies in labor unions {written in 1911),
concluded that organizations were prong to develop ruling elites that
were more conservative than- their membership. These elites grew out
of the need for centralized planning and coordination (1962). In aca-
» demic institutions, a'small group of individuals (usually senior faculty)
gains experience in campus politics and often develops special rela-
tionships with the administration. Oligarchies frequently are’ “casual

1971
comnifstees. Oligarchies often control faculty senates, and have been
blamed for the ineffectuality of the senate “as a vehicle for promoting
educational change or stimulating discussion of. the fundamental pur-

poses of the university” (Foote, Mayer et'al. 1968, p. 33). The power

of these oligarchies ‘thus tends to reinforce faculty apathy, so that
oligarchic power often remains unchallenged.

8

about gheir accountability to the general body politic” (McConnell
z&nd tend to perpetuate themselves by dominating important.



contradict the basnc assumptﬂlons of the groups within the orgamza-
then it allows “the readjustment of norms and power relations”
"+, (Cofer 1956, pp. 151-152). Coser asserted that conflict ‘was dysfunc-
tignal only when the organizational structure was too rigid to tolerate,
nd institutionalize conflict (p. 157) rather than provndmg channels ,
for coriflict to be examined and resolved. '
Causes of conflict within co'lleges and universities are numerous. and
varied, depending on the type of institution, its traditions, mission
/ and history, and the personal characteristics of faculty and adminis.
/ trators (Begin 1973a). However, common sources of conflict in these
/ institutions include differences in responsibilities between faculty and
admmlstrauon, the diversity within the 7institution, and differing
loyalties to internal and external reference groups (McConnell and
. Mortimer 1971). The late 1960’s and early 1970’s brought extensive
s change to college and university campuses, and these changes ex-
. acerbated the conflict already present on campuses. A catalog of these
changes is unnecessary, for institution was affected by a different
combination of factoprwith différential impacts. There is little doubt,
. however, that Tibuting causes of faculty unionization were the
conflicts resultmg from the numerous changes affecting colleges and
universities in the late 1960’9 and early 1970’s, coupled with the en-
actment of pubhc employec ‘bargaining legislation and the 1970 de-
cision of the National-Labor Relations Board (NLRB) to allow union-
-ization in pnvate colleges . :

~

Governance and Deczslonmakmg S
The foregoing discussion of the political nature of colleges and uni--
versities and the existence of conflict on their campuses offers an
explanation for the decision by faculty to unionize. Collegial govern-
ance relations such as those described by Millett (1962) and Goodman -
(1962) are based on loyalty to the institution and trust between faculty
and administrators. The "‘shared authority” form of governance was
-not formalized and could be changed or eliminated at the whim of
. the administration or trustees. Common norms and values adhered:
to by faculty and administration alike were the basis for shared
authority (Mortimer 1974a). But the conflicts of the past decade called
- into question the commdnality of faculty and administrative values,

no ‘ -9 ..




. and weakened or destroyed the trust purported\ to mt at many
campuses (Gamson 1968 Bloustein- 1973) Davnd Leshe noted that °

-

~colleges and. umversmes are obvrousl\ no longer the norm-g erned (and

. so communal) institutions, they once were supposed to be. The ldeal of the

’ mutually respon&ve professronal community - that engaged in’ livgovem-
*° ment based on philosophy of shared authority. “does not square.

practical realities of open recognition of conﬂlcung mttrest‘s ¥l (1975'

,p 47)

needed by faculty to combat the changes lmposed by the en
Administrators- were pressured by fundmg sources, by state- nd sys- .
: ?n'-‘lével their '
wn shrinking ngets to reduce~ costs and to mcrease produc wrty
Loyalty, trust,
these forces for hange.

A brief description of declslonmakmg processes in hrgher educauon
may clarify later discussions Qf collective bargaining in higher educa-
"tion. Attempts to create: governance models have proved unsatisfac-
tory because the bureaucratic: model (Stroup 1966) and_the collegial
model (Millett 1962) are incomplete and inadequate to address the-.
complexities of unionized academic governance. Baldridge’s polmcal
model .(1971), mentioned earlier, is more successful, but cinnot de-
Scribe the locus of décisionmaking or the actors involved. None of
these governance models takes_into account the many extra institu-
tional forces and characteristics* of individual institutions. that in-
fluence the process of academic governance.

A joint AAHE/NEA Task Force (1967) studied decrsnonmakmg in
several differing institution types and found five “zones of authority,”
ranging from administrative dominance through shared authomy to

* . -faculty’ dominance (pp. 15-16). The locus of decisionmaking power
. 1 depended upon the the type of decision being addressed, the type of
msntunon, and the’ parucular policies of an mdrvndual institution. -

~*. .. Nearly a decade later, Mortimer, Gunne, and Leslie used the “Five

(8]

Zones of Authority” to, examine the: varlable loci of declslonmakmgz«?' L

and faculty percepnon of the legitimacy of decision structures. They

found that - certain issues fell into specific zones for similar institu. .

.. -tions, but that competition ‘between faculty and administrators for
declsronmakmg rights produced a shifting, often mconsrstent pattern-’

. of decisionmaking (1976, pp. 285-288). . :

A third study of academic decisionmaking. linked structure to
Orgamzauonal effectivencss. Helsabeck (1973) conceptualized decisiori-

f making as two continua of participation and centricity. Participation

10
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‘ ranged from democratxc to oligarchic; 'whlle the centricity of those
individuals ‘making the décision might vary from a corporate body to

‘a federated system. Additional variables that addressed features of’
s individual decnsnons (such as level of decisionmaking unit and per-
‘ceived legitimacy of the groﬁp makmg the decxsxo;) were - included

" in* Helsabeck's "compound system of interactiv deasnonmakmg :
‘structure. .. . - ‘
The foregomg dlscusann of the specialized structure, orgamzanoqal-
participants, and internal dynamics of colleges and tniversities only
- begins to d‘esmbe the complexities' 0f these institutions. Individual. .
institutional characteristics must also be considered when examining
the effects of faculty bargammg, whether on an-individual college or
on higher education in general. With a basic. understanding*of the
. specnahzed hature of academxc orgamzanons one can ardly be sur-

O
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Legal Structure and Developmam ot
' Faculty Unlonlzatlon . :

Y

’
Although the effect of faé

1om;ﬁtwn ona college or university "

. is heavily influenced by context, other. factors are common to all
- unionized institutions. A brief discussion of the development of
... =faculty unionization, ‘and of the legal framework and assumptions
surroundmg collective bargammg, will explam some of the changes -

in decision processes ?}1 umomzed campuses. Of - "course, not all -
changes on a unionized campus can be attribu ed to colléctive bar-

* gaining; however, the addition of specified deci¥on procedures-and
' contractual rauonallty, in declsmnmakmg usual
: negqxatmg of contracts wnth faculty unions.

'
) . & e

‘ Development of Faculty Unionization in Hzgh)fEdmdlwm

accompany the "

Most authorities attribute the origin.of coflective bargaining in edu- -
. catign to the .New York- Cnty public scflool * teachers, who " first *

. negonated collecnvely in 1961 (Moskow 1969). . The passage ‘of New

. York’s Taylor Law (1967), which: permmed public employeesito bar- .
gain collectively, is generally seen’ as the impetus for the early initia-"’

tion of collective bargaining in the state’s Higher education’ system -

(Collective ™ ‘Bargaining, in Post. secondary Educational * Institutions

. 1974). Faculty at the City University of New York (CUNY) system
became. organized: in 1969, followed by the New York 'State college and

: umvemty system (SUNY). Nearby States with heavy labor’ constit-.

uencjes soon passed enabling legislation similar to-the Taylor Law,

and the first two years of the seventies saw state college and university

faculties organize in New. ]ersey, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Rhode
Island, and Mlchxgan Currently, twenty- four  statés. have. enacted

o publxc employee bargaining laws (Cammegie Council 1977) Althougb"l‘i.-'-ﬂ .
faculty have unionizedgt some public institutjons in’states that have =~ "~

no enabling legislation, most faculty umomz;ngjjas -occurred ‘at

public. institutions within states’ that have enacged-‘such’ leglslahon--

. (Ladd-and Lipset 1978).

JUntil 1970, faculty at private colleges and universities - were not :

:permitted to unionize. The NLRB had hnstoncally excluded non-
_ profit institutions fro:ﬁ’ labor regulation, maintaining that their (ac-
tivities were noncommercnal chamablg‘, and -educational in nature

) PR
momu Umversil)v 188 NLRB 826 (1970) B "_7

(Sharpe 1975). In its ‘Cornell ﬁecnsxon (19’10)‘, the NLRB asserted ! \ns -

o wF

,"-:-r-;l, oo
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)unsdlcno over pnvate educanon tnstitutions with budgets of one
million dollars or more, in particular because of the broad scope of -
itie¥ of institutions of this size in the commercial and socia] life .
of the communities where they were located and- the large amouiits of
- federal funds they received (Sharpe 1975) Several private institutions”
“.. in industrial northeastern, states unionized in the early . 1970‘5 ‘al-
: though private msmuuons, on the ‘whole, have been slower to union-

* ize than those in the publlc sector.’ Currently, faculty have organized -

at. “fifty- three pubhc and ﬁfty-mne pnvate four-year msmunons

(Tablel). "~ P

'

" Table 1. Umomzed Four-Year. Institutions and Campuses by Type '

of Control and Bargammg Agent' N

wn - . ! v

Public L " ‘Private

". Bargaining Agent B , : lhstituﬁons Campuses Institutions Campubes_
American Amociation 19 29 22 25
‘ ‘of University Professors oL e .

_ Nationél Education - SR R "\ - T2
" Association o o .
Amenmn Federation . 5 ¢ .70 16 - -18

of Teachers A ) ' L . ’ -

+ Américan Association of 8 5. . . 0 0

-University Professors/ = .. . . o : : ' o
National Education
Association : L ‘
lndepcndent ' ] 8. .28 10 10
American Federation of : 1 - 1 0 o
- Government Employees ' L : -
Total . ’ 53 162 - 59 65
_ No Agent Votes ‘ - .i o 40 !

- Source: ImMunom and Campuscx with Facult) Collective Bargaining Agerus Up-
date; Special Report #12 Washington, D.C. Academlc Collective Bar;
gaining lniormauon Servnce Apnl 1978. .

‘As of March 31, 1978 - _ © o
) . ‘ S ‘ '
.
ngal Framework of Umomzatzon and Negottatzons ‘ :
_ Although dxﬂerences among states and the NLRB exist conce«mmg
. - requirethents. ‘for organizing. faculty unions, two problems must ‘be
faced by all individuals involved in this process. The composition of

ths ba@mmg unit as well as the scopc of negonanons mist be de-

b
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e

ﬁned The decisions reached on these two issues play a srgmﬂcant role
in negotiating contracts and on the effect of umomzmg on campus
governance . -

Bargammg Unit. Composmon The composi‘tion of the bargaming
unit differs -according to. provisions of state. legislation, state labor
boarg rulings, and the needs of specific institutions er systems of- re-
lated' institutions. For example, the bargaining unit for the 'SUNY
- system includes nonteachmg professionals (such as coun;elors and re-
“searchers), while in the Pennsylvama state. college system, nonteach-°
.ing professionals formed a separate bargaining unit: (Wemberg 1976).
. An important consideration for all institutions, however, is-the ques-’

" tion of inclusion of the department chairperson in the bargaining unit

0,

4

, ment.” . : ’

(Rosen 1978; Kemerer and Baldriige 1975; and numerous others).

" While state laws differ with respect‘to bargaining unit formation, few

speak to the special requirements of higher. education (Mortimer and

Johnson 1976a), or to the-decision as to whether the chairperson is a .
.~ ‘colleague or a supervisor. Therefore, each case must be decided in-

drvrdually The NLRB vacillated in its early. unit composition de-
cisions, ordering the exclusien of the chairperson at C. W. Post (1971)

L]

and Adelphi Universities (1972), while including the chairperson in - .

the faculty union in its Fordham (1971} and New York University-

-~ (1973) decisions (NLRB, .1971- 73) Since 1973, the Board has tended

“to include the chairperson in the unit (Kahn 1978). E
The resolution. of -the status of the department. chairperson as a

presrdents or.deans appomted department chairpersons (Gemmell

1975) I the.ch:urperson is yicluded in the bargaining unit, the con- - -
.‘tract usually specifies that the department faculty either elect their

“own chairperson, or that the presrdem s or dean’s selection is sub]ect

faculty rattrﬁcatlon Thhis change in method of. selectmg-charrpersons
- tends to. shift .chairpersons’ allegiance to, their faculty colleagues, and
they may be more reluctant to makg' “tough. decisions” that may~
negatrvely -affect their colleagues (Kemerer-and-Baldridge 1975; Erhle

and Early 1977). Further rmplrcatlons of the charrperson s bargammg o

umt status wrll be discussed in a later section on mrddle man

o

- At many publlc-and private Universities, professronal school ulty
have sought permission to form their own bargammg units;: asserting’
a different community of interest from that of the faculty as.a whole.
The NLRB has tended,z to- permit law, medlcal and dental school

[N

-

, umon ‘member orﬁan admmlstrator influences bgth the ‘structure . -

4

" ‘and the Pprocess o decisionmaking on college campuses. Change is - .
partrcularly evident bn campuses where, prior to faculty unionization, .



o faculty to form separate liargamlngaumts on petmon by a labor
organization, at, ,puvate upiversities (suclt as Syracuse, Fordham, and
New -York U'mversxty) Ruling on bargammg units for: faculty of
- professxonal schools at publu:qmstlt jons,” however, vary by institu- .
tign. ‘For ‘exariple,. law school facultyl at’ Rutgers Umverslty, SUNY
R Buffalo and ‘Wayne State U iversity—are nembers of  the -general
faculty ' bargauung unit (]ullus/aﬁdr Chandler 1978). Professional
&hool faculty cité differences in salary scales, separate accredltatlon,
.different academic calendars, separate governance systems, and _pro-
-, fessional 1de?1t1ﬁca!10n among the criteria used to justif excluding
. o thein from the regular faculty bargaining unit (Feller and Finkin
'(\4977) 5 Julius and Chandler have noted that thé trend of se egating
' professlonal school faculty mto their own bargaining units resgmbles+
the creation’ of :specialized unions of ‘craft workers in ‘indust _
. Other motives behm&separate bargaining units for faculty in profe& -
:ff‘ " sional schools relate to accreditation requlrements For example if a
‘ ' professiapal  school’s library allocation "drops because funds were -
- zghifted to-gbver an mstrtutton-wnde faculty salary increase, the -.school
« . risks losing 1ts accredltatnon (]ullus and Changdler 1978) It seems clear
,,% ‘that faculty in law, “medicine, arfd other professionial schools féel that
P the_lr interests are better served by a-small, homogeneous umon that
will lobby to retain their hlgher sal;mes. and lower service responsi-
- bilities to th?&lnstltutlon ‘A report on salaries of law and medical
faculty in gag SUNY system (where, professional school faculty are in- -
cluded in the systenuwrde faculty unit) indicates a leveling ‘toward ,
salarles of. other bargammg unit members (Julius and Chandler 1978).
, “These ﬁndlngs suggest contmued efforts by profe slonal school faculty
to bargain separately to protect ‘their interests.
' Scope of brgammg The scope of- bargammg rmltted by astate,
.or by the NLRB shapes the content of the union contract and in-
ﬂuences campus goverhance. For' example ‘until 1975; Massachusetts
- law excluded salary and other cconomic issues from the list of manda-
tory or perrmsswe ‘bargaining issues  (Garbarino 1977). Most states
" -+ restrict the number of mandatory issues (those issues that managément . —
v.. . .isrequired to negotiate), but allow wide latitude in the ‘negotiation of . .
' V_," permlsluble iterps. Generally,. wages, working conditions, and other
" “terms.and ‘conditions, of - employment are negotiable, but the mter-
pretatlon of these last two toplcs varies b'y stat€ 1nd by mstltutlon

BThese faculty also have more constltuencncs external to the college, have closer R

: tlea to pract‘xtnoners, usually participate in an_external -practice; and. have profes-

" % sional skills that ate often mo readily usablq, ‘oittside. the ‘tallege than are thoge
s posaesscd by many academic f; llt\ Tt },sa.i " %\

BTy
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(Scope of Public Sector Bai‘gnmmg .'1977). Goodwin and Andeyy

* found few differences in commchomem by type of institutional con-

" trol (1972) Also, the national affiliation of the faculty union (AAUP,

. AFT, 'NEA, combinations of these three unions, or independent. as:
sociations) :apparently has httle 1mpact on scope of negotiations—Qr .
contract. content (Good nd Andes 1972; Kemerer and Baldnd

. 1975;- Lipset 1978). %4 ,

-, A brief analysis of the three nmajor national associations ‘with which

faculty unions affiliate ,reveals interesting result! Although it was
p{evxously noted ‘that few differences were found among contracts,
negonated by the AUP, the AFT, and the NEA, research indicates
that, -prior to urfionization, faculty perceive important differences .
among the three associations. Faculty at several institutions whose
“local AAUP chapmere active prior to unionization often select
th(; AAUP their bargaining agent (Begin 1978). Some ,evidence sug- .
o gests that faculty at reseatch-oriented institutions may - view the AAUP =
" as more professnonﬂ and less. militant than other bargaining agents
(cf. Ladd and Llpq\et 1978; Mortimer 1975); Faculty at former state
- . teachers’ colleges lidve often chosen the NEA or the Al;T for reasons
of- the organization’s influence, either past or potential; with state
legislatures or state:level . -education agencies (Lozier and Mortimer-
[ 1974; Begi ,'\iettle, and Alexander 1977). Often, faculty decisions to.
- 7accept /or -reject UTfionization are heavily influenced by the affiliation
' ‘l of the associations 'competmg for selection as the faculty’s bargammg '
~ agent (Kemgrer and Baldridge 1975). However, research has demon-
.. strated that after the agent has been selected, perceived dlﬂerences
have not appgared in.contract content, union propensnty to strike, or - | ¢
,other charactensucs that -were considered importjnt prior to unioniza-
hon (cf Goodwm and Andes 1913 Begm, Jlle; and Alexander
1977) e 9
Géneral s‘:sumptwm About Collective Negottatzons
+ Much hhs been written abouit the propriety. of applying the-indus- /.
~~ trial. model of collective negouatlons to campus decisionmakingl -

v+ (Kadish 1973; Collective Bargaining in Postsecondary’ Educational In! .

. stitutions 197¢;" Orze 1975). Trrespective of the degree to which the

\% Sl “tr::dmc:% union model may apply to relanonshlps on a parucular : i)

“.campusp/certain assumptions undergird m collecnve negotiating ::3;.&:"_.

L relauo_nshi‘ps Mortlmgr and ]ohnson llst five eneral assumpuons e

]
L3

k. y _
' " 1. Fundamental’ conﬂicts of interest bctwecn the negotiatmg parues Ce o :
2 ‘The union s the cxcluuve spokesman for the faculiy ) A ot
@ / .. ' : . Sl
T ) R * . . ’ "' :

s . Co ] )

2o
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3 The formal ‘contract is legally bmdmg on both parties. -
4, Formal grievance pr dures must be’included. .
5. The threat of nncu is 3 tactic for sctulng dupules. (I975,a, p 55)

These assumpnons seem to fly in the face of the professional norms: "
.and values discussed in the first section of this paper. The belief that
all academics share professional norms, the insistence by the faculty
on. the m\nolabnhty of professional autonomy, and the right of faculty

. to' participate in policymaking. based an their scholarly expertise,

seein incompatible. with the five assumptions listed aboye and with °-
the many other connotations that attach themselves to the term “col-
lective bargaining.” But’ since colleges and universities differ from
other organizations, thé. process and. effects of faculty uifionization
may differ from their more familiar industrial counterparts. An
examination of recent research on academic collective bargaining -
highlights the difficulties of imposing that industrial model on aca-
‘demic institutions, and dramatizes the even greater difficulty of gen-
erahzmg about the. effects of a umomzed faculty on campus govern-

. . | '.{...
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A

Impact of Facultv Unlonlzatlon S
.on Instltutlo}al Practlca o L

Overmew of Wntmg About Faculty Bargammg o

Because this paper is -primarily an' analysis and synthesis of our
present knowledge concerning -faculty bargaining, the hterature in-
corporated in this analysis is not limited to research results. Liess than

~a decade has elapsed since the unionization of the CUNY system,and .

the newness of faculty bargaining in hlgher education has frustrated - -

.. those ‘who. have attempted to study its effects systematically. Early-

-

writings reflect this frustration, for most articles that appeared in the

.. early 1970’s were ¥ssays describing the writers’ attifudes toward faculty

v

—. _—_the causes of faculty unionization .and gauging its effects bn govern-

[N

harrowing) with unionization at a particular institution. Although
most of the early articles written about

'bargaining or narratives recounting the}‘iuthors expenences (usually.

" data-based, they did perform an important furction with respect to

later research. The questions asked and the assumptions made in the

culty unionization. were not

- early writings on collective bargammg guided the direction of future

- .inquiry, and many of these questions and assumpngns have been ad-

dressed by recent research, -
Because the subsequent discussion is grquped by research tOplC

. rather than by methodology or recency, a brief summary o( the evolu-

tion of collective bargaining research will. help the ‘reader ‘evaluate

the utility of a particular finding for a specific campus problem. . The

earliest researchers studiéd single institutions, oftén their awn, tracing

ance and decisionmaking processes -(cf. Hedgepeth 1974; Katz- 1974)

+ . Other early studiefffocused on atmudes of faculty toward unionization

(Ladd and Lipset 1978) and perceptions of administrators and union v

leaders concernﬁg the. eﬁects of bargammg (Kemerer and Baldndge

1975). .

Later researchets beneﬁtted from the methodologles and the ﬁnd-

ings of the * ‘pioneers,” conducting’ studies whose results were more

__.generahzable Comparative case studies. were conducted in similar

institutions so that lifnited generalizations might be made (Mornmer '

and Richardson 1977; Begin, Settle, and' Alexander 1977; Lee 1977).

* Studies of unionized systems and statewide studi€s examined the causes
* . and effects of unionization within'a specific ‘environment (Gershen- -
~ feld and Mortimer 1976: - -Begin, Settle, and Burke-Weiss '1977). Other

studies used quantitative data and multivariate analysis to compare

[ »
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: (Leslie and Hu 1977; Begin
‘examiged union contracts 'in.
‘faculty bargaining (Gopdwxn

' ‘umomzed mstntuuons on speciﬁc crlter
~ and Settle. 1978). Still other reséarche
. an effprt to dxscover patterned effects

©*and Andes 1972, 1978; Mortimer and Jorier 1973; Leslic 1975).

- Writings of another- kmd have cently .appedred that” approach
faculty collfective bargammg from.the perspective of management .
pohcy rather than from a research ptrspective. A.report by the Carne- -
- . gie. Council on Pol‘icyg Studies in, ‘Higher Education (1977) examined -
* variations in state enablmg leglslatnon and -the resulting differences &;ﬁ,&
,in faculty bargammg in" various states While theYeport used specific -
- mstitutnons and. systems as examples its focus was at: the state level
-+ and on-legislative issues. Another recent manual of policy recommen-
~ datibns pdlted by Angell Kelly and. Assocnates 1977y approached
faculty bargammg frdm the management perspective, covering. a
, broad range, of_ t@pics and ‘making Suggestions for administrative re- :
sponse to bargammg “While. the ‘majority of the’ articles in the hand- ..
.. 'bPok were’ not empmcally based, contributors were selected for their
ﬁrst-hand experlence with faculry bargammg and have offered num-
“erous suggestions. for declslonrqakmg on a umomzed campus. This._
‘emphasis on policy analysis May have. resulted from ‘the nongeneral-
izability of much of ‘the resea,rch on faculty ba.rgammg, and may have
. been a product of administrative uncertainty about the: role of ¢ man-
agement" ata umoﬁ’ied\ college or universitye.  ~

"

The foregomg summary of ‘the evolution of collectlve bargammg i
research dramatizes the flaws that fimif'the applicability: of much of .-~
“this research. specnﬁc institytional sntuaﬁons First, f&F studies’ have .
attempted to' compare: post-bargaining states of institutional govern--

‘, -ance with pre-bargaining conditions, except in very eneral™ways.
Secon y, even fewersstudies ‘have examined the contextual fictors -
surroundmg the institution(s) studied, such as .the pressuresu on the
- institution from external sources or the particular characteristics” of
. the institution that facilitaged unionization. Nor have’ many research. -
ers cdnSxdered the effects of other forces for change in higher educa-

K tlon such' as market factors and afﬁmfative action’ (cf. Begin. 1978)

Desplte these criticisms, research results are wseful in their implica-
" tions for- desngnmg admnmStratlve strategies for dealing with organized ",
faculties: 'While .results have, not always been’ generahzable, certain
findings_have reappeared with' enough frequency to lend them credi- .
brltty.,An robably ‘most importantly, the research demonstrates that - °
“«the. ma{swe disruptien of. the education process predicted by op-
Ponents of faculty' bargammg has not occurred :
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Impact of Bargm‘nmg Structure : “ o

Even before a faculty union begins its negotiations sessions, decisions
‘made at, central leyels above the local campus level influence how bar-

o ‘gaining will proceed Y- the changes that it will bring. For private :

~ institutions, as noted er, the NLRB will determine unit composi-
tion and scope of bargaining, among other issues. But it is the public
institutions that are influenced more dramatically by the decisions of
legislators, state executives, state education agencres, state- and sys:
" tem-level boards, their own administrators, and uhion leaders at the
system and campus levels. These decisions shape the bargaining struc-
ture, which intludes the scope of bargaining, the identity of the em-
. ployer and, the employer’s negotiator, the range of the bargaining unit,
the number of levels of bargammg permitted, and the existence of an
agincy shop.. Each of these, factors shapes the effects of faculty bar-
“guining on a part “ﬂar campus, and the impact of each must be
weighed' when assesslig the total impact of faculty bargaining on the
operatlons of an individual college or university.

_ 'Scope of Bargaining.  As mentioned earlier, state legislation re-
quires bargaining over certam mandatory Jtems, usually relatmg to.
wages and working condmons Angell notgd that several issues were
mandatory in most states grievance procedures; work hours and work--
loads; pensions, insurance benefits, leaves of absence, and holidays; : .
evaluation procedures for retention and/or promotion;¢ salaries; and
the impact ‘of management de%srons on working conditions (1977).

" Surveys of contract content offer evidence that management negotia-
tors for’ many contracts have Agreed to bargai over numerous- per-
missive issues (Mortimer- and Lozier 1973; Aes 1974). While an
examination of each of ‘these areas is beyond the scope of .this paper,
the decision to igclude, séveral permissive issues within the contract

* has been found to influence later campus operations ) :

. * The 1974 Andes survey of contract content revealed that governance T
_ ma(’ters were appearing with ingreasing- frequency ih contracts. Faculty

" insistence on including governance matters wnhm a contract may . -be
_related to the lack of a faculty. role in governance prior to unioniza- .
tion on many campuses. Some contracts, such as:the Agreement be-

tween Rider College ind the AAUP, include dgtailed descriptions of .

" governance commmees and their functions* (1976) Other contracts =
1 —_ ) .
3The requirement to bargam over evaluation procedures comn{u shlrply with .°
. the concept of ' faculty control over evaluation as the ke orL of profeuionnl' :
* " autonomy zsee “Profgssional Employees” secuon in chapter ?2 Organiutional «
-Perspectlves) ' 4\'
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' may incorponte prevloully-exmmg governance policies that appear .
"in faculty-handbooks, trustee resolutions, or other documents.
.- Some writers advise against including governance matters in union
. contracts. Kelley (1977) noted that grievances might be filed over “aca-
" demic” decisions such as program changes or the selection of a top
. administrator if these ‘matters were specxﬁed in the contract. Govern-
. ance policies and proeedures specified by contract would be difficult to
. change, 'should the - faculty, administration, or both. discover a more
. efficient or more satisfactory procedure. Senates, in particular, ‘are
better excluded from the contract (Orze 1977), for they might serve as
futun trading items for. high salaries or more favorable working con-
ditions. Most of the individuals addressing this issue suggested that.
faculty and admmmrators could ‘establish more flexible governance .
policies outside the scope -of formal negonatlons. thereby protecting
governance from becoming emangled in economic or other faculty '
“ welfare issues. -
Retréenchment procedures are also appearmg in an mcrcasmg num-

- ber of higher education faculty union contracts. Fagehy concern over

retrenchment procedures stems from the concopfitant effects of de-
clining enrollments, tight institutional budgets. and a surplus of

'- - qualified faculty. Lozier examined ninety-one. faculty union contracts,

82 of which were with four-year institutions. Twenty-one of the con-
tracts from four-year colleges contained some form.of retrenchment
© provision, with no significant differences in the distribution of these
items by type of control or bargaining agent affiliation. Most contracts
specified seniority as the primary criterion for retention, although a
few included educational merit of programs and faculty specializations
in making retrenchment decisions (1977 Pp- 241, 244). .
" Retrenchment procedures included in' union contracts have been
initiated in Pennsjlvania, although a last-minute compromise between .
. the union and the state postponed dismissals (Johnson and Mortimer
1977), and at CUNY, where 900 to 1,000 staff were retrenched (Fulk-
erson 1977, p. 408) Because the decision to retrench faculty may re-
sult from one or'a combination of several problerns, Lozier recom-
mended that specific retrenchment procedures not be included in the
. contract. The contract should, however, mandate faculty participa- -
" tion in making retrenchment policy and in developing the decision-
making process for selecting faculty to be retrenched (1977, pp 246-
247).
Definition of the Employer Specnﬁc provisions of state publlc
bargaining laws also have a substantial 1mpaét on how bargaining is
‘ conducted and by whom. The questlon of the “employer’s” identity
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may be&difficult to resolve in public higher education. State laws give
little assistance in defining the employer, for only ten states assign an
educational agency to assume the management function for negotia- .
tions sessions with higher education faculty (4nalysis of Legislation
. 1976). In other states, an arm of .the governor's ofﬁce assumes man-
agemem responsibility for hegotiations. :
In New York, the SUNY sysuMculty union bargains with the’
governor’s Office of Employee’ Relations (OER).. This agency ,alm\_
- handles contract administration for the system, in consultation with
the centralized SUNY 1dmm|s_trauon However, the OER has little
- direct contact with campus administrators, either during negotiations
or in matters of contract administration. Thus, presidents and other -
administrators who must admjnister the .contract on their local cam-
pas have no direct input into bargaining decisions (Duryea and Fisk
1976, pp,, 38-39). These research¥rs feel that faculty unionization has
facilitaglil the ongoing centralization and state influence over public
higher @B cation. in New York, and note that decisions are increas-
ingly being made. by union and state government officials w1thout full
knowledge and lmderstandmg of local campus conditions (pp. 4041)
The Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Highér Education noted
that problems occurred in one state because ‘the educational agency
could not guarantee the full resources necessary to implement the
negotiated contract. Negotiators were forced to consult with the gov-/’
.ernor before agreeing to contract articles. a process that weakened
mapagement's negotiating position and delayed the bargaining
process. The Council found this pracuce dangerously intrusive be-
cause political authority might decide "issues of-institutional man- '
agement and academic affairs” (1977, p. 17). It advocated one appro-
priation for the institutions’ operating budgets and a secorid appro;,
priation for faculty’ salary increases (p. 20), a procedure that would
_.protect-institutional budgets from being decimated if full funding for
" negotiated salary increases were reducéd by legislators.
Public institutions must cope with the limitations placed on them
"by the legislation of their respective states. However, legislative pro-
visions may be interpreted in ways that will simplify the bargaining
process. For example, the Pennsylvania public employee bargaining
law names the governor's office as the “employer” in all negotiations
with public employees. After initial contract negotiations with -the
faculty union of the state college system, the governor delegated
negotiating authority to the state’s Department of Education (John- -
son and Gershenfeld ‘1976). Theé Carnegie Council has suggested that
states delegate .their management negotiating responsibility to each -

.
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uniOnized mstitutlon s board of tmstees, retammg state-level negotna-
tion authonty only over economic matters. Negottattohs over “aca-
demic” matters would occur at the local campus level (1977, p. 20), _
B allowmg the particular needs of the institution and its faculty to enter
the bargaining process, and ‘preserving the negotiations from inter-
' ferencer?y political or state education agency authority. Several in-
stitutions employ local letters of agreement as an' informal. attempt at
bi-level bargaining (for example colleges within the New Jersey sys-
tem), a practice that preserves a degree of local campus autonomy:
*Although state statutes limit fexibility-in designing bargaining struc-
-~ tures, accommodattons at the state level.and local cooperation may
ease the restrictiveness of laws that were written for public employees -
‘and were neither designed for nor mtended to apply to faculty in col-
legu and universities. _-

' Geographical Range of the Unit. + Faculty bargammg units differ -
in’ their geographical range, from a small unit composed of a segment
of facgjty from one institution (such as the law, faculty) to the opposite
extreme of all faculty employed, by all public institutions of higher

. education within a state (such as in Hawan) Clearly, the number and

- types: of institutions whose faculty belong t6 a single unit influence
the bargaining power of the faculty at each of those campuses Faculty
who belong to a bargaining unit composed only of their institutional
colleagues, and who may -bargain directly with a representative of -
their institution’s administration or board of trustees (such as at
Rutgers or Temple Universities) are more able to influence negotia-
tions than ‘those faculty whose union is system-w;de and includes
faculty from many institutions, ranging from two-year . technical

~ schools to graduate- level research universities (such as in the’ SUNY.
thIB) . .

" Public employee relations boards often determme the gquraphtcal
range of bargaining units for public institutions.(4nalysis of Legisla-
tion . .*. 1976). D;Fferences occur by state; however. All state college

- faculty in Pennsylvama belong to a systemswide, union that bargains
for all faculty in a single session Wwith the state education agency In
Michigan, though, each publlc institution at the B.A. level is “con-
sututlonally independent,” and, ‘if unionized, bargains with its in-
dividual board of trustees (Garbarino 1977, p. 44.)7

71t should be. noted that, although faculty at at least one state college in Penn-
sylvania voted against unionization, they were “swept into” the unit by the voting
results of :the other ‘state colleges (Gcmmcll 1977, p. 468). On the other hand,
faculty at only two of the four state colleges in Michigan are umomzed (Garbarino
1977, p. 44). .
; ‘
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. At institutions where a statewide bargaining unit handles most
faculty negotiating responsibilities, several practices have evolved.to

' strengthen local campus autonorhy. Bi-level bargaining, mentioned

- ~earliér, allows faculty and administrators to address local problems
' the system-level contract may ignore. Also, faculty and administrators

have formed informal  coalitions-on several .campuses, usually in re-

. sponse to sPecnﬁc threats from central-level education-agenci (Begm
~* 1976). Informal measures, such as union-administration scusdions -

and informal agreements, have also servéd to mitigate the(standardiz-

- ing effects of a system—level contract,,that almost by definition, cannot

be responsive to local campus sitdations (Lee 1977). ‘
The Agency Shop Depate, » Although the - questton of an agency .
ahop arose mfrequently’ in early négotiating sessions,  its appropnate

" mess for a college campus i becommg a hotly-debated topic. If a union. ’I
is permitted to declare an agency shop, all individuals ehgnble to be-.

‘come members of the, bapgﬂ’inlng unit, as a condition of - employment

or retention, must either pay union_dues or pay a service fee (usually

equal to the.amount of union dues). The obvnous benefit to the union
a steady, reliable source of income. .

Management representatives were mmally opposed to permlttmg
an agency shop on campus.(Garbarino 1977). Compulsory fee pay-
ment contradicts the assumptions: of academic freedom, and faculty
are subject to the requirements- of ‘an agency shop irrespective of
tenure. status. Standard practice in’ mdustry has placed the burden for -
releasing nonpaymg employeés on° management. Understandably,
higher education administrators at two institutions have agreed to.
allow an agency shop only if the union assumes responsibility for en-
forcing fee payments (Garbarino 1977, p. 38). At one private four-

+ year college, the contract allows faculty who register as consuenttous_

ob)ectors to the agency shop to avoid ‘payment of the fee (l.Jee 1977).
" Removing the onus of managerial responsibility for enforcing the .-

. agency shop requirements ‘has’ increaséd support ‘among -administra- -

-tors for inclusion of this device in union contracts (Feller and leun

' 1977) l:'acultyt (with the exception of union leaders) seldom want-an

agency shop, for it removes the individual’s right to decide whether

" or not to join and, perhaps more importantly, to,pay regular. dues

. “(Grede 1977). However, some.adminjstrators feel that a “secure”

union, which is asdured of full membership, will be less militant. With

-no need to prove its worth in otder to'garner new members, a union

might avoid pursuing weak grievances or movmg into decision areas

. controlled by senates or other faculty groups (Angell 1977b). This

most standardxzmg and coercxve of mdusfnal umon devices may well

»

[



fulﬁll ‘the function™ of protecnhg tradmonal forms of academlc de-_
duonmakmg on campuses of colleges and universities.

Impact on Cam.pﬂ; Operatxons -

‘The presence of a faculty union on campus has the potem1al to
alfect nearly every area of institutional operations. As might.
pected. umomzahon aﬂects each college and university differently. At
- Lhome mstmmons, operatmg procedures have- been almost completely \
transformedL for the union has assumed sngmﬁcant decision authority
‘and” an’ adversaty union/adminjstration- relationship has persisted
(c£.. Mortimer and Richardson 1977). At other institutions, the union
contract ‘may have brought some ‘changes in decxsnonmakmg -proce-

., dures, but otherwise has had little impact on many campus operations *
" (Begin 1977a). Dependmﬁ on the institution’s pre-bargaining history,

" the influence of state-"or system-level agencies, the expectations of the
faculty, and. the attitudes of uinjon leaders and administrators, union-
mmon ‘may mﬂuence any of the following facets of campus life: gov-

arice, faculty salaries, decxsxon authority of administrators, budgets,
long-range - planning, - studept . power, and external relatiohs. At the
' .same time; other forces, ‘l£th internal and external, also influence -
- institutional operatiens. o _ S '
Impact o;: Govamam:e "The greatest amount of concern evidenced
"‘by critics 9f faculty unionization has focused on its damaging effect
_upon faculty' governance (l(adlsh 1978; Wolletr. 1974). They ‘feared’
.that bargaining would change the professional role of the faculty and
~ would weaken scholarly productlon (Duryea and Fisk 1973, pp. 199,

206) Some scholars felt that union agitation would divert the faculty’s

attention to faculty welfare 1ssues ‘resulting in a lowering of educa-

tional standards (Oberer 1969; Thomas 1976). Others were concerned:
* - that unionization would retard change and experimentation and re-
* . -duce flexibility (Carr and Van Eyck 1973; Lee and Bowen 1975). Ad-

" ditional céncerns focused on. grievance and arbitration procedures,

_dilution of evaluation criteria; and the weakemng of admmlstranve

* leadership as inimical to collegxal governance relations.on campuses
(Collective Barg&mmg mﬂ Postsecondary Educatwnal Instttutzons o
1974; Thomas 1976). : -

It has.become evndem that the lack of a faculty roIe in govemance o
catalyzed the uné?;zanon of many campuses (Garbarmo 1978; White

1976; Begin, SetfleAnd Alexander 1977). Earlier research by Plattand ~
Parsons (1968) Mvealed sybstantial differences in ‘faculty influence - -
over acaderiic declsxonmakmg, with the lowest amouint of faculty in- -
fluence at former teachers ,colleges and non-elite private lxberal arts'
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‘colleges. A survey by the AAHE/NEA Task Force (1967) reached a
- similar_conclusion. This, it is evident'that Bn many campuses, col-
leglallty and shared authority were only an ideal, and that the faculty
" role in campus governance was seyerély limited.” ‘
- Even on campuses where faculty were active in governance, decision- "
smaking responsxblhnes were ‘unclear and often overlapped among
several groups (Mason-1972;' Mortimer and R1chardson 1977). A union.

 contract has served to formallze and: ass:_gm decision responsnbllmes _
(Wollett 1974; Kelley and - o\olguez 1977). Grievance procedures, in"
partiéular, ‘have resulted nly in .due ptocess fof® all personnel
decisions, but also have;" been, responsible for the development of
evaluation criteria that are felt to be\falrer and more consistent than
those employed prior to unionization (Katz 1974). Contracts often
have specxﬁed where: accountability for a decision rests (Begm 1973a),
requiring careful documentation. and justification-of many decisions
that once might have been niade arbitrarily and without explanation.

Faculty senates — The impact of fatulty unionization on campus

. senates has caused much concern among academics: Although senates -
‘have becn labelled oligarchies (Ladd and Lipset 1975, p.:282) and ex-
clusionary of diftering viewpoints (Hodgkmson 1971, p. 8), they have
served on many campuses for decades as a major vehicle for faculty
participation in institutional decisionmaking. However, senates have

 been ineffective on many campuses. They are dependent on.the ‘ad-

. ministration for operating funds, their role is usually advnsory to the -
administration, and they often include students and administrators, -
either of whom may attempt to dominate decisionmaking (Mortnmer
and Lozier 1974). The boundaries of senate decisionmaking authortty.
are seldom clear (Mason 1974), and this ambngunty often results. in

'g]acnally slog deliberation over decisions. —~ - -

. The ina of many senates to_protect and promote faculty in- -
terests has been cited as a cause of unionization (Baldridge and
Kemerer 1976). Even' senates at institutions where fagulty exerc’se
.considerable power have tended to focus their attention on matters
of academic .policy and the protection of departmental autonomy,

 rather than on the application of fair and consistent personnel policies-
gell 1977b). Additionally, senates on several campuses at which
acplty have unionized came into existence only a year or, two before
the first' union contract was ratified (Begm Settle, and Alexander -
1977). The I‘Cla[lVC newness of these organizations had .not allowed

them time’to build a supportive constituency or a record of successful T

' ‘pro-faculty actions.” L
-The vnablllty of “senates as faculty unions has’ been debated Wl[h;

4
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. the consensus aghinst the-practicality of siich an"attempt The lack of-
an independent source of funds and the presence of administrators,

o ‘students, and’ other non-faculty representatives on the senate disqual-+

‘ifies most senates from acting-as the faculty’s bargammg agent (Wol-
lett -1974; Kemerer and Baldridge 1975.) Becaqse a~new orgamzatton
. must be developed to.represent ‘faculty interests concerning terms.
~‘and conditions of employment observers. have feared that unions

would encroach on areas of senate. jurisdiction"and, ultnmately, would. -

destroy the sénate (Hanley 1973; Boyd 1973; Wollett 1974). Already

" weak on many campuses senates could easnly be superseded by a-

.+ strong umion. . .
Garbarmo described three models ‘of umon-senate mteractnon on a

. unionized campus. In the cooperative model, both the union and
© senate retain their independence and control their own jurisdictions
. with little mterference This model of senate-umion interaction has”

_been found to predommate at smgle campuses or at main-branch
institutions (1975, pp. 143-144). Often the leadership of beth senate
and union overlaps, a situation that Garbarino terms a “guild union”

-+ (p. 145). The competitive model occurs when' the union and senate " - '

compete over rights to control major issues, and for the support of .

- the faculty. In this case, the leadershlp of the union and of the senate =
* represent different faculty constituencies. The competitive }model .

occurs most frequently in the large, comprehensive, system-wide unions’
(pp: 144:145). In the cooptative model, the senate is dlsbanded by the

union or folded into the union. ‘Governance committees are con- -

* tractually defined, and the Junion supervnses ‘the selection of committee
- members. This model exists at several Pennsylvania state colleges and

"+ at some of the Massachusetts staté colleges (Garbarmo 1977, pp 147,

'149; Mortimer and Richardson 1977). " " -
‘Despite the abolition of senates on a few unionized campuses, most .

‘senates appear to have withstood the threat of demise. Particularly on

campuses where senates predated faculty bargaining by a'decade or

“more, the senate role has not been significantly .altered (Begm 1974;

' Baldndge and Kemerer 1976) On these campuses, fnrmal or informal .

made, with lxttle evidence of union attempts to encroach on senate '
prerogatives. Overlappmg leadership in senates and unions has con- .
tributed to the amlcabllgty of coexisting senates and unions (johnson
and Mortimer 1977; Lee’ 1977) :
~_Theé quiality of the relatlonshxps that have evolved between faculty N
.unions and preexisting . l'aculty senates has been found to depend on
'«numerous contextual factorsl, (Begin 1978) The attltude of adminis- ,
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.' trators. and partlcularly of union leaders "toward‘ the role of the"fat:ulty h
. senate may establish the. senate ‘as a hecessary adjunct.vehicle for
- faculty participation (Mommer and Richardson 1977). The quahty

of prebafgaining governance is also'relevant to later senate-union ac-
- commodations, for unions have hesitated to. challenge the roles of

- long-established senates (Begm 1974). A cooperative bargammg rela-.

'uonshxp between faculty and administrators was found to carry over
into positive accommodations between traditional governance mechan. -
~isms :and contractual provisions (Begin, Settle, and Berke-Weiss 1977;
Mortimer and’ Richardson#1977): Competition' among . bargaining -
. agents may thireaten senate-union relationships, especially if the ¢hal-
“lenging agent seeks the' support of the senate léadership (Begm 1978)
In contrast to many earlier fears, the presence of a facuity union

often .strengthens the role of a faculty senate (Johnson and Gershen- ‘ L

- feld 1976;" Garbarino 1977). Senates tend to deal extensxvely with cur-
ncular and Brog'ram approvals, a responsibility. that unions may wish
to avoid (]ohnson and Mortimer 1977). Unions that allow the faculty
senate to maintain its academic decisionmaking role may gain the
support’ of collegxally -oriented faculty who would - otherwise  vote.
" against unionization. While the inclusion of the role of tHe senate.in .
the union contract may protect the senate from- dissolution by ad-
ministrators or ‘boards. of trustees, it. does not guarantee a senate’s,
longevity. The continued existence of a senate might be used by the ..

*. unionasa trading issue during negotiations, or its role could be dimin-

ished contractually. Also, in units that contain large numbers of non-
, faculty members (such as in the SUNY system), pressures for greater -
union control could jeopardize a _senate’s role as a mechanism for

faculty self-governance - (Wollett 1974). Although - non-contractual

senates are vulnerable to dissolution by administrators or trustees, it
is the faculty from which the senate appears to need greater protec- '
“tion.’ : |

" Senates have been accused of bemg sluggxsh unresponsxve, and| less .

.. concerned with problems of faculty welfare than with minor detaxis"' '

of acadeniic pohcy or procedures (Baldndge and Kemerer 1976).

~ is some evidence that ‘senates Gperating on umomzed campuses have
" become slightly more responsive to campus ‘problems; (Begin- 1974; -

_Finkin 1974), probably under pressure to build their strength’ agamSt

- future unjon challenges. Also, unionization has made some senates
more mdependent of administrators (Pfnister’ 1977). Despite their

- present health, senates on unionized campuses, for the most _part,
. exist at the pleasure of the. union (White 1976; Baldridge and Kemerer__ '

' '1976) ‘Because. the union is entltled to act as the sole representatxve

A
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" of faculty interests, it is under no compulsxon to tolerate or support a

[y

. of reference

“faculty senate.. The' existence of the dual governance structure is

testimony to the utility. unions find:in the continued existence of

senates rather than to the senate’s strength in overcommg union op
posmon

Departments — On most college and: umversnty campuses whatever
- formal: influenceé faculty have enjoyed over dccxstonmaktng has been

. concentrated at the departmental. level. Collegial decisions about cur- . . -

riculum. and® other program matters have been the responsibility of .
'departments, usually with little administrative interference (Clark and
"Youn 1976). Als&‘dcpartm epts have proyided an orgamzattonal frame

freedorii, deprgments have served as the seat of faculty ppwer( Mason -
1972 Duryea and Fisk '1978). :

Early critics: of facuilty” unionization feared that decxstonmakmg
- would becom®Rentralized, and that faculty would lose their autonomy
- over curricular decisions and over peer evaluation (cf. Boyd 1973)'

'Other writers feared that faculty loyalty to the union would supersede- -

departmental loyalty, and that increased teachtng loads would reduce
- scholarly research, thus' changing the “professional rele” of - the

z faculty (Duryea and Fisk 1978); = -

Departments appear to have r;ta.med their autonomy on unionized -.- .
campuses They. make decisions about’ their own academic programs

.and usually serve as the first step of the eviluation process for promo-. .~
tion and tenure decisions. They also have gamed or maintained‘the. -

authonty to choose their own colleagues during, the' hiring. process
(Andes 1974).srKemerer and Baldrtdge found that faculty at most

" unionized four-year institutions maintained “htgh autonomy in

faculty ‘hiring and selection. Departmental autonomy was nearly as’
high in these institutions for evaluation by faculty peers (rather than'.
*chairpersons, deans, or other admxmstrators) ‘However, departmental

. autonomy was markedly lower in the area of faculty promotions (1975,

_pp. 120-121). Negotiations -have not addressed the formation' of edu-

cational policy (Begin 1978), leavmg the determination of acidemic” =

- standards, program content, and curricular change to departments and

other academic ‘units. Where limitations on:a. department’s freedom-

. to add a’‘course or program have occurred, the ltmmng force: has

usually been budget considerations or the policies of state- or system- -

level ‘agencies, riot the faculty union (Lee 1977). , ~ v .
-In addition to preserving departmental autonomy over-academic

and personnel issues, faculty unionization has strengthened depart- :

ments in govemance matters. The recommendattons of departmental v
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committees become fo#nﬁ'ed wn.k legal significance if these co.tmttees -

have contractual stan

advocate (Kelley and Rodriguez 1977; Gemmell 1977).

. Loss of departmental power on individual campuses appears to have

been a result of budget restrictions, ngt-of faculty uhionization. It is
true that administrators usually decj . whether- vacant positions wnll

ing. Union contracts often &all for the electlon.
" (rather ‘than the’ appointment) of the chairperson, changifig the orien-
" tation ‘of chairpersons from manpagement representative to faculty -

- be filled or where new faculty slots will be created However, state- or

system- level agencies .can influénce the number of faculty . positions

on public campuses by their budget. allocation pOllClCS (Johnson and .

:Gershenfeld 1976). These agencles also often control decnsxonmakmg

on new-academic programs -and. new degree offerings on local cam:,

puses. Départmental autonomy is in danger of being eroded; but the

danger posed by-unionization is minqr when compared with thepres-
sures of tightening budgets and centrahzed agency authority.
‘Personnel Decisions. As noted in an-earlier section, the power of

professionals is closely tied to their, autonomy towet entzance standards |

for their profession, to control access to the profession, and to assume
 sole responsibility for . peer evaluation (Vollmer and Mills 1966;
. Corwin 1970; Dornbusch and Scott 1975), It is not surprising, then,
that faculty place ‘a high pnorlty on mtters pertamlng to hiring,

. evaluation, promotion, and tenure; or that these matters appear ‘with
~ increasing regulamy in faculty union contracts (Goodwin and Andes

. 1972, 1978). - AN
.Evaluation — Systematic- formal evaluation of all faculty members

is seldom found in four- -year institutions, for evaluation is normally -

reserved for those faculty about whom tenure or promotion decnsnons

‘must. be made. When these occur, it is generally believed that ohly ’

- the candidate’s distiplinary colleagues, who share the candidate’s ex-

pertise and specialized knowledge, are entitled to .pass judgment on .
Athe teaching ability, research quahty, and ‘'general professional com-
; -petence of the'candidate. Faculty from similar departments at other c

: colleges. are often asked 'to evaluate the candidate’s résearch. However,

- administrators, faculty" from other departments -within the college, g

and even department chairpersons (acting alone) dre unacceptable as

evaluators of faculty performnnce (ct. Epstein 1974)." ¢ ) ,
An. evalu&;uon systern, anilaterally. ifposed by - the’ admmlstratron

- has, on occasion, acted as a catalyst for faculty unionization activities.

" . ‘For example, a new ,presxdent s attempts to “upgrade facu}zy quality”-

" at Rider College by réquiring chairpersons to evaluate their depart-
mental colieagues probably facthted union organlzanbn (Begln

. -‘v- » . . . »
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Settle, and Alexander 1975) -Similar’ events occurred' on college cam-
puses in Pennsylvama (Mortimer and Richardson 1977). Faculty felt -
_that the desxgn of the evaluation criteria and the evaluation process
. .itself were facultyrights. Although some contracts mandate annual or
biennial faculty evaluations, at least two institutions do not enforce
this contract arpcle (Lee 1977), - :
~ Contract " prayisions referring to- faculty evaluatlon differ in-their

e specificity. ‘Some” contracts include precise eva‘&tn’m criteria and "

procgdures to be followed, while “others incorporate_existing proce-
dures by. reference. Stlll others, such ‘“as the ¢ontract between the
" Pennsylvania staté college faculty and -the Commonwealth,. have.
created joint union-management committees at the state level to draft
* standard evaluation procedures (Hornbeck 197‘7) "The use of student
evaluations of teaching: is included in some contract language, and
other contracts permit faculty members to add their own written re-; -
\ sponses to comments contained in evaluations of their performancer
. \(Hornbeck 1977, p. 450). o
Promation — The superimpesition .of the union model on collegnal
proeesses related to promotton and tenure decisions caused tremendous.
- concern . to. early. critics of faculty barg‘tmmg They- feared- that the

. union's " traditional emphasis on seniority and egahtartamsm, rather .

* than the' academic emphasls on merit, would “soften standards”,.
- (Oberer '1969) and would destroy the selective. reward system used to
encourag'e ‘excellence (Carr and Van Eyck 1978)." The: tradmonal
. union emphasis on ]ob security for all its members was directly count
to traditional norms "of merit and scholarly ac'htevement (Morttmer
and Lozier 1974). : L
The.Kemerer and Baldrxdge' survey of presndents and umon chair- -
. persons at unionized institutions indicated wrdespread differences By
institution type in faculty influence over promotion decisions. Gen- .

erally, faculty at multiversities had -more influence while faculty at . .y
all private liberal arts. collegéfﬁappeared to have little 1nﬂuence'f.,v,"'
aler promotion decmom (1975, pp.. 120-121). These findings may =’

confirm earlier ﬁndmgs that post- bargammg mﬂuenqe is often pred-
icated on faculty influence prior to unionization -(Begin 1973, 1974). -
The Asurvey results, however, did indicate that promotion poltcnes were.
more systematic and formalized as a result of unionizatioh’ (Kemerer
and Baldridge 1975, p. 124) Bince faculty dtscont‘eht wrth “mformaL .‘
. or noncodified procedures in magtters rélévant to the terms and condi-%
tions of their. emiployment” contrlbuted ‘to the umomzatton of many
_ campuses (Mortimer. and Lozier 1974, p. 5@) formallza,tmn of promo~
tlon procedures can be cited asa gam for the faculty L -
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~ As faculties gained dfcision power and a-set of formal criteria for

- making promotion decisions, department chairpersons and deans:lost
much of their former influence over promotion decisions. On many,

* unionized campuses, decision processes regarding tenure and promo-
tion have been* shaped by ‘the formal grievance procedure (Begin
1977a). Where: promotion decisions -of department -chairpersons or
~deans might once have been automatlcally ratified by administrators -
at higher levels, the legal accountability of central admmlstrators for -
final personnel  decisions has shifted power away from deans ‘and ...

: chairpersons (Kemerer .and Baldridge 1975; Lee 1977). -

Tenure — A survey canducted in 1972 reported that tenure arrangz ‘
"ments exist at’ alt four-year . istititions of higher education, 'both . .
“public and private (Commnssron on Academic Tenure 1978, p. 1) £AL
. though specific policies and practices vary by institution, a faculty

member’s nght to‘*ten%urerafter successfully completing a probatlonary
: term.‘ls\a‘ prrm’iry tenet of the academfc philosophy. It is not sur-.
,prlsmg, ‘therefore, that the rmposmon of the collective. bargammg
proces§ has stimulated concern about . the relatlonshlp between a
union’s bargaining rights, a steadily tightening academic job market,
4nd an increasingly high proportron of tenured f'tculty at four -year
mstltutlons Co . : A
B Early writers feared that faculty unions mlght usq (@rﬁgre as a bar-
. gaining issue to be traded for more favarable salary s’&t{lements or - .-
- more generous fringe benefits (Van Alstyr}e 971; Hanley f973) Other ~ -
research - specylated that the collective™ -bargaining _process would = -
-weaken the” rei*momhlp betyeen tenure and academic freedom, re-
- sulting in a‘grq'tter emphasis on tenure 2s, job security (Mortlmer and
Lozier 1974y - Still other researchers have predicted that tenure ‘may
be granted “by dehult’-’Témbre by default would occur in a situa- .
tion where an “unrestricted grievance system that ends in’ bmdmg
‘arbitration” was combmeq‘ with a union’s.insistence that ‘the burden: -
. of proof for incompetency’ of the candidate be placed on’ the institu- %
- tion (Kemerer and Baldridge 19& 131) The reseé’chers found
~ little or no eviden_ce of .this pr: r-year institutions (p. 132).
. -Menard Asserted t’h§t ithe A Statement on Academic .

' Freedom and Tenure actu'llly confers ““the right to.a speclﬁed griev-
““ance procedure, since.the :Statement insists on due process for any
:".termination “for adeqSﬁtc c‘gtuse‘ of tenured faculty. The tenured pro-.
" fessor enjoys a “property rlght, Yor theé faculty member “is entltled
to rely on his expectations of régmployment accordmg to the terms
of 'his contract" (Menard 1974 p 256) Numerous court» gses have .
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ns.on Pwatdmg tenure _
i ed: (. 257- 259) Y
A aucmal-. Labor Relattons Act (NLRA 1935)! does‘ :
not refer to; tenure, enure id clearly related to a faculty mi€mber'’ "+ *
- tefms and¢onditions ‘0f ‘employment and, as such,.would. likely be’ =~
B mnnql;reia mandhtm'y subject of bargammg (Meﬁard 1974, pp. 260-
. 261), A "recent. sutvey! of decisions by state ldbor boards found 'that .
. tepure is a mandator 'subject of bargammg in New York and Nevada,
cand’ that laws fot other states that permit publ:c employee bargaming
do not mention’ Qénure ('S ope.. of Public Sector Bargalmhg 1977)
‘ l:*resPectwe of thé adrmms,t (ion's duty to bargain: oyer tenure, the -
. “law’weuld' pem‘llt at,facul';y ‘union to bargain- away the"#ghts of not-
yet teuurcd faéulty fa noptenured faculty woulld have no property .
. nght. and -the union .contract, th,kes precedence over, mdtvrdual c0n-'
tracu (1« I (.‘ase doc :NLRB o

Faculty uhions haVe not’ yel reSorted toe"bargammg away” then:.f--. .
célleagues tenure; nghts Qver 70 pem_; gf all faculty union con- o
‘tracts with four-yedr: institutions, me'lude' pecific tenure policies‘and’ "
procedures (Andes 1974) At mstrtut;on ~where the faculty have a % ¥
Arml “enttenched yole’in tenure dectsions, contracts have mcorporated
pasz zohcles of the trustees-or: thc ‘faculty senate by Teference, such’ a5
_agRutgets and St. John's Univetsitiés’ ‘{McHugh '1973). Most tenirre,
prdvtslons ‘whether contractually explltgt‘___,p‘r -implied, /tend ‘to bu;ldf_ _
" :on” the ptre-bargaining systems of tenie- dectstonmakmg rather than" o
, attemptmg complete revisions (Begm 1978) '

Peclmmg’ student emollments -and-'a ., tight academié . job market .

-~ h gve I:ulted in‘a high’ proportion; of tenured faculty athany colleges
Q.T iversities (AfiBell ‘1977b). Recent state ldbor board 'decisions -
~h rrmtted man'agement to. establtsh ténure quotas (Scope of . ¢
- Pu I Sector” Bargamn?g . 1977; Angell 1977b) One’ mstttunqn at- 1.
temipted to address the pmblem of over-tenuring. by negotiating with- .

.' .jlty union: a’ tl'mfd status ‘for fulltime faeulty ‘Faculty at Mon- . . ", !
ithiCollege,” whd awould have beer awarded ténure if the propor-
tto&:f;tenumd .l‘aculty in their academic unit were lower, were ad-» -
|

-

- miffed fo the )Statusr of “Tenure Deferred Due to Ratio” (TDR) il .
far reappomtment contracts were issued to “TDR: faculty but




._‘,

_,acadennc unit had decreased to an acceptable levelto (“Agreemem Be-

tween Monmouth College and the Faculty Association . . » 1978).
Research conducted at the college revealed that the union would try-

~ to eliminate TDR from the forthcommg contract (Lee 1977). At~

g “ber’s nght to aclueve té;lllt hftet bc;ng ]udged competent’

. either by the state or by camp 'admmlstrations result’in ‘2 hlgh pro-
. portion of negative tenure decigions. " Onee
_ tenure are more a product of ﬁnancxal and environmental forces than

.of faculty bargaining (cf. Kem__erer and Sattxb 1977). ‘Should alterna-

_threaten the security of “ter

Temple University, faculty succeeded in outlawing tenure quetas by ..

contract (“Agreement Between Temple Umvemty and’the American
Association of University Professors . . .” 1976).4.. - ‘

In all, faculty have succeedcd ine esgabhshmg tcnure as a faculty
right and’ have legmmat g the le .

g protect each facul y. mcm-’. '

her:profegsional peers Staté ._1mtltuuoml retrenchmém requnrements -

ed faculty ity underenrolled dnsc:plmes

“Their nontenured colleague

1ce- again, these “threats to

. tives to tenure be required eitlier because of financial .eXigency at an .

. education agencies, the collective biry

individual institution or to ctply with’ ‘directives of state or system

; mmga pr0cess wnll ensure the

 faculty :a role in the decision process. ¥;canjiat, however, guarantee”
" “the continued existence of the fgradmonal lorm-«of faculty tenure,

Grievance and Arbitration.- Of the many. la.bor relations mechan.

f isms that the collective bargaining process has brought to college and

© university campu.ses, none has been as feared.’'or as castxgated as the’

formal grievance and arbitration of labor dn,sputes anset ‘asserted -
that the fear of lengthy grievance proceedings would ‘make’ depart.-

- ments reluctant to deny tenure (1975), a’ qpnceril with which McHugh .

.'

)

concurred (l973) Oberer (1969) predicted -thidt’ithe pursuing of griev-
ances would weaken ‘collegial processes for ‘making promotion’ and
tenure decisions. Thomas (1976) maintained that gnevanccs liled by -
dissatisfied faculty would consume excessive amounts of &m in rela:
tion to. then" worthiiness, '

. Othér: acholars saw a paradox in llle acceptance by profcsslond’lc,";

who-'had pafnc:pated in the makmg“bf,managenal decisions, of; a:'
r-Onented device used to protest 1ijanagerial decisions. “Pcrhap}

no other single aspect of collective bargammg places the tension bé:

10 The contract does not define what proportion of tcnurcd faculty oomtltum a
level at which tenure may be granted to "'DR faculty
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'tween ‘the pm[euors legal status as an exnployee and- his status as a
-_pmlemonal so sharply as the contractual grievance: procedure and
“'the manncr of its administration™ (Fi'nlun 1973, p. 68). It was evident

_ thlt t}\e mdusmal model of formal gnevance resolunon reqmred '

......

pem make initial decisions on personnel matters v
" Prior to the advent of collective bargaining, it aculty had no
formal mechanism by which to appcal the decisions of - ‘adminjstrators
or of their colleagues. Often the only forum for faculty: appeal was
‘an external agency, the AAUP, wh:§ remedies were limited: to sanc-
‘tions against the institutions (d. Begin 1973a).- Where appeal pro-
-~ -cedures did exist, whether administered by senates pr by a combina-
tion of administrators and faculty members, they %ere often incon-
sistent and were seldom used by faculty (Begin 1977a)

Andes found that faculty union contracts negotiated with four-
year institutions uniformly included grievance procedures, although
the nature and scope of these prot.edures varied by institution (1974).

The NLRB has ruled that grievance .procedures are a mandatory . - :

subject of bargaining, and most state public employee bargaining ;-
laws similarly require the employer to bargain over the gnevanv g
procedure. The purpose of the sequence of events specified by the

‘negotiated procedure is to resolye problems of contract administration

_and interpretation and to manage conflict (Leslie and Satryb 1977).. "

- The structure and complexity of a negotiated grievance procedure
B depends tq some extent, on characteristics of the institution and the
. pre-barggining governance power of the faculty. For example, the

. faculty unton at Rutgers University, where faculty had gn]dyed
- substantial decisionmaking power for years, negotiated: 'j'-ﬁmple,

internally-focused grievance procedure (Begin 1977a).!; Cbnverscly,

* unions have negotiated grieydnce procedures emphasizing; hdgmmstra

tive rcmcw ‘and external arbitration at institutions where faculty

- power is a recent phenomenon (Moskow 1971; Finkin 1978). “ Control

over the final step of the grievance process dnffers by institution as
~well. For example, at Temple University a faculty committee makes
the final decision on’appeals of tenure denials, while the final step .
for appeals of pe jmmel decisions at Rutgers University is the Board
of Governors (Iie I‘:)77)‘< Union contracts negotiated. with state- or
system-level c'knpsloyers offen use a statc officer s the final employer

: decmonmzhg Levcl@bctoré recourse to, ithird-party arbitration (Col-"-

lective: qu.gamgn g.in. Fb'st:econdary Educat:onal Institutions 1974).

The apphCabi‘li’ly of the grievance procedure among institutions

" is more consistent. A study by Leslie (1975) found that most contracts
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A lumted grievances to disputes over. mtcrpretatwn and apphcanon
_the contict, and: about; 4 third of the contracts allowd Aaculey:
gncve the‘interpretation and apphcanon of prc-éxxsﬂng(hop&h;rac
* imstitutional policies. Normally, contracts: ‘disallow. gnevancwrelated
" to ‘sibstantive ‘matters 6f, academic Judgménw (Begin 19'(85 “allowing
only pmodural vlolauons to be grieved or-ax __tralcd

.. One dlmenslon of .the, formal gnevance-,.'proccss that contrasts

: dramahca}ly with:: pre-bargammg ideals of individual autonomy is
the legmmacy\of the union’s role.in any faculty grievance. The union
provxdu ‘traingd  counselors-to: ass:st a grievant in preparing the case o

. and in Ioﬂowmg it through'the appeals process (Begin 1977a). In . 5 -
addition ‘to-its rol¢ as mentor; a-upiori ‘is often granted rights apagt ="
from those of#the grieving facuity member For example, the union - *
may be permitted to appeal decisions at various steps of the grievance
process, to invoke® arbltranon, and to be informed of all decisions.

* These rights often exist even if ‘a faculty member does not wish to
pursue ‘a grievance further, a decision predicated on thé union’s
valid interest in rulings that may have implications for the faculty
as a whole (Lesllc 1975, p. 11). The union also may refuse to support

~ an individual grievance if it feels the case lacks mem (Kemerer and
Baldndge 1975, p. 22).

- Data on the number of grievances ﬁlcd reveal that, when compared )
,wnhﬂle total number of personnel decisions made at the institutions

. studied (i.e., potentially grievable decisions), the number of formal
grievances filed has been relatively small (Geminell 1975; Orze 1975;
Begin 19773) Although the number is not high, the focus of many
of -the grievances at a wide variety of institutiohs has been negative
personnel decisions- made_by the grievant’s faculty peers. At Rutgers
University, two-thirds of .all grievances were filed agamst faculty peer D -
/decisions (Begin 19773), ‘while 98 percent of the carly grievances with-

“"'in the CUNY ‘system. appealed faculty decisions 6n personncl matters
(Newton 1973). “These data flatly contradict earlier assumptions that
‘a negotiated grievance procedure would contravene administrators'-
decisionmaking power (Kemerer and Baldridge, 1975, p. 176).

'External arbm'anon, either binding or. advisory, is included ‘in
most faculty union contracts (Weisberger 1976). The contract usually '
'specnﬁes ‘the issues that the arbitrator may decide (Collective Bargain-
ing .in Postsecondary Educational Institutions 1974). Most contracts
limit external arbitration to a review of decision pfocedures rather

" than an evaluation of the merits of a substantive academic judgment. -
Often the contract will rcqmre an arbitratorwho finds a -violation
of the gnevants due process in relation to a personnel decision to

)
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" remand the decision to an. msnmuonal decmonmakmg group for -
further consideration (Lee 1977). "These contracts usually forbid the
arbitrator -to substitute his or. her independenit judgment for -the
academic ]udgmem of individuals or faculty groups.’

However, it has been difficuly for arbitrators to separate procedural
]udg:nem from academic judgment, and contract language has rarely
clarified the issue (Benewitz/ 1973; Weéisberger 1976). .Occasionally,
' procednral rulings to compehsate for the denial of due process to a
 grievant, in effect, have granted tenure to the individual and re-
~“versed the decisions of faculty evaluative groups (Weisberger 1976 P
39). Although this trend portends danger for- the autonomy of col-
legial peer. evaluation, two additional trends temper this posslbxhty
- First, grievants have not been overwhelmingly successful either-at
final internal grievance step or in arbitrated cases. Grievants at Rut-
gers University (where no external arbitration Kists) won ouﬂ‘i%ht o
in less than ont-fourth of the cases (Begin 19/7a), and the number
- of grievance awards to faculty in the SUNY, CUNY, and Pennsylvania
State College systems has also been small (Wensberger 1976). Second-
ly, as arbitrators become more experienced in hearing and evaluating -
grievances of academic professnonals, they should become -more -
familiar with the characteristics of academic decisionmaking and '
may improve their ability.to dnsungunsh between procedural and sub-
_stantive academic issues. . :

The expenence gained by union leaders ‘and admmnstrators in-

procesung grievances has resulted in greater efforts to settle griev- '

* ances informally or to devise new internal mechanisms for arbitra-
‘tion before secking external intervention (Dubeck 1975; Mortimer.
and Rjchardson 1977). Grievances resolved at low levels are settled
more quickly and usually involve less conflict, are less costly, and are
" less likely to. set binding precedents for future decisions (Leslie 1975).
Fagulty and administrators-at some institutions have taken pains to
settle grievances internally to avoid the “intrigion” of an extemal
decisionmaker {Orze 1975).

The effectsof a contractually-required grievance process on the
, operations of academic institutions-are mixed but a few trends are
evident. The existence of a grievance mechanism has contributed to
the formahzauon and standardization  of evaluation criteria and
: promdurcs for makmg personnel decisions (Kemerer and Baldridge .
1975; Begin 1977a). Decisions must be made according to consistent -
policies, documented carefully, and may be subject to review by -
higher administrative levels and/or external agents. Due process is
-reqmred for all decisions, whether or not tenure 1s mvolved Decisions

N
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. “tend to. be. made more quxc\g because poh& gurdelmes are more
standardized (Begin 1978). The decisionmaking criteria that "have

evolved as a result of the requirements of due process are seen as - '

more corlistent ‘and fairer than evaluative criteria that were used -
prior to urdonization (Katz 1974). : _
The grievance process has also’ tended to increase the mﬂuence of
“outsiders” over academic decisions made on local campuses (cf.
Kemerer and Baldridge 1975). In state college systems a_state-level
official often makes the final decision before external arbrtranon, a
mechanism that tends to increase centralized state- comrol over higher -

- education. External arbitrators; both private and’ pubhc, can influ- :

ence institutional polncy by the drrecnon of therr rulmgs (Naples
1977) _ )
* Despite these threats to local campus autonomy, formal gnevances
do not appear to have reduced faculty ‘participation in academic de-
' cisionmaking, nor have appeals to external arbitrators succeeded in
routinely overturning negative peer evaluations (Weisberger 1976;
- Begin 1977a). The grievance procedure has. altered the process of
conflict resolution; however, the substance of the conflict -has not
changed and standards of .academic quality and peer review have
survived (Leslie 1975). Many decisions at levels both within and out-
side the institution have reinforced the petr review process and
* faculty authority (Begin 1971a) Because the process is defined and

shaped by the negotiating parties, it can be made to respond to the

needs and’ priorities of the individual msmutlon. this ﬂexlbxhty is
apparent in the diversity of comractual provisions for faculty grlew.
*.ance and arbitration. -

Economic Impact. Researchers are - just begmmng to study -the .

~ economic impact of faculty unionization on institutional operations.

Individual institutional conditions, differences in administrative ap-

proaches to bargaining and contract administration, and vanauons

in contract conterft make generalizations about economic impacts
of unionization extremely difficult. :

The complexity of ascertaining the effect of unionization on faculty'
-~compenisation increases: (including both salary and fringe benefits) .
has limited thé amount of research on this.topic to a handful of
studies. Salary settléments are affected by numerous ‘factors, including
salary settlements for other state employees (Begin 1978), the history -
* of former negotiations settlements, and the existence of other eco-

" © nomic problems (such as retrenchment plans) that may influence the

settlement (Johnson and Mortimer 1977).- Similar factors. influence
8 - o ‘.
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compensatton dectsions at . nonumomzed institutions, compllcatxng :
any attempts to dxscover causalxelatxonshtps between faculty umom-.’ :

nnbn ‘and changes in faculty compensation.

_Research ﬁndmgs disagree to some extent on the differences be- .-

tween salary increases at unionized and nonumomzed institutions:
*Birnbaum’s 1974 study found that the average faculty salary was
nearly eight hundred dollars higher at upionized institutions (when
matched with similar nenunionized institutions). However, Birnbaum
" later reported that the gap between salaries at unionized and non-

~ unionized institutions was closing by 1976, and he attributéd much-
of the earlier salary advantage of unionized faculty to ‘administrators’ .
_ anticipation of bajgaining (cited in Leslie and Hu 1977, p. 2). A

study. by Brown and Stone (1977, cited in- Leslie and- Hu, p. 2) found

similar to BirnRaum’s, found larger salary gains at umontzed institu-
tions.. The differences ‘in the findings of these studies were pnmanly
the result of methodological differences (Leslie and ‘Hu'1977).

‘Leslie and Hu'’s recent'study “of the financial .impact: of faculty

-bargaining attempted to address the serious methodologlcal difficulties -

~ presented by a study of this nature (1977). They matched union and
nonunion institutions on several variables and controlled : for year
. of initial contract, “type of bargaining agent, and. numerous other
mtervénmg variables; They found an initial advantage in ‘salary

" only slightly larger .salary galns at unionized institutions, while a . -
~“study by Morgan and Kearney (1977), which used a methodology'.‘

gams at unionized ‘institutions, but noted “that this advantage began e

* to diminish during the 1975-76' acaemic year. Faculty occupymg hlgh-'.

_er ranks ‘at unionized institutions recetved the greatest salary gams
(1977 p- 27). J o

"Rélated to the effect of bargatmng on faculty salarxes s its elfect -
on merit pay..Critics of. bargatnmg lelave predicted thgt egalxtartan.
uniops, would abolish merit pay (Carr and Van' Eycl( 19/3 Ladd andv
Lipset 1975). Bugst institutions: that” are: npw upnopnzd'd did" not

provxde for - meriggpay pnor 0 umémzatmn (Begm 1978) Many

......

- union cp lta
tioni oF’men

bﬂt it appears that the reconciliation of the political bargammg 8ys -

teth and the faculty s desire to reward excellence will not be éasy.
- Another issué related. tosalary settlements at unionized institutions

is whether institutional funds must be reallocated to COver nego- -
“tiated salary’ increases. Again, few empmcal data exist to affirm or. .

‘_'do provnde foif’ merxt pay, alth.ough ‘the im ementa-_.' '
: 'y provmons appears- to l}e"dnﬂicula for unions: o O
<t lgolve (Bl!glg, l§78) ‘Little research his b&en conducted i lhxs area, -

"

refute thxs allegatton Whtle many umomzed institutions have been B

)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_ ptooedure. making sure that due process is protected

~ forced to shlft budget allocations to, fund faculty salary agreements .
similar strategies have been. used by nonunionized institutions (Begm -

1978). Garbarino asserted that faculty salary increases for public in:

 stitutions. may more frequently be tied .to increases for other state.

employess (1977), ‘a ‘prediction implying that' nonpersonnel budget

,areas will coritinue to be vulnerable to encroachment

Another concern of students and admtmstrators alike has been the

K tendency of faculty. umomzatxon to contribute to higher tuitiofi. and,_

“fee increases. Leslie and Hu found -that unionization peared to”

inflate tuition and fees,. but. the union vanable also sfowed a sig-

nificantly - greater amount of total government appropnatnons re-

ceived by the institutions studied. No dnﬁerences were found by

.'umon status_in 'the institution’s total govemment contract revenue,
in educational and general expenditures, or in grand total current

expenditures for the 1978.74 academic year (1977, p. 23). I"i-"";' S

While administrators of unionized colleges and universities cannot

_easlly blame faculty salary increases on the union contract, other . -

expensés ‘associated’ with unionization have serious implications for

- _institutional’ budgets "Process costs” include preparing for the onsét
. of unionization, expenses generated by the union’s organizational
" campaign, and the cost of the negotiations process (Bucklew, cited in-
- Leslie and Hu 1977, p. 25) Collecting and analyzing data in prep-

aration forbargaining sessions is especially costly, for the admtmstra-,
tion must evaluate the financial impact of each union demand. as well - :

_as the’ 1mpact of these demands on décisionmaking protfedures

(BucMew 1977). Admmnstrators should be trained- to operate under .
formal coritract requirements, and an office. for contract negotﬁmon

- and- administration often must be .established, entallmg the hinng
.of a specnahst in academic labor relations and the necessary suppart -

staff (Bucklew-1977). Bucklew estimated the cost of preparing on?

- arbitration case, including legal assistance and the direct cost of thé
-arbitrator, at between $3,000 and $6,000 (1977, p. 535).- Begin esti-
~_"mated that the. average cost per grievance at Rutgers during a- five..

year ‘period. ranged between $20,000. and $50, 000 because, of the
numerous levels and remands requtred by the-grievance procedure

(1977a, p. 22) 11 Other expenses of contract administration involve
_the work of study commxttees (both admtmstratlve and ]omt) to -

nie should be noted that grievances, especially those that are arbitrated, are - -
also expensive for unions. The expense of a lengthy, complex grievance procedure
fnay persuade negotiators on both sides of the table to simplify and/or ahorten the

0 -
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gather and analyze data and to make recommendatnons for future
contracts. Bucklew esnmated that for a moderately sized, single. cam-
_ pus. institution, the: cost of preumomzahon activities, the organiza-.
tional campaign, and negotiation and administration of - the first . )
contract were between $141,000 and . 5255 500, dependmg on mdmd e,
" ual institational circumstances (1977,Ipp 536-537).

It-can be argied that some of the costs attributed to umomzatlon
~may occur at nonunionized campuses. For example, the complexxty
of administrative decisionmaking when faced  with declining enroll-
ments and ldwered: piiblic support. has forced many institutions to
gather and analyze quantities of data and to plan more systematmally
- The declining academic job market has probably encouraged more
htxgatlon oyer negative personnel- decisions at nonunionized institu- .
‘tions, although few data exist on this subject. Federal ‘regulations
have made hiring employees and mamtammg their -employment
records more complex and thus more expensive (cf. Van Alstyne and
" Coldren 1976). However, it is obvious that faculty unionization, by .
- definition, requires expendltures by. -institutions which, were they ~

. 'not unionized, would be able to exercise more dlscrenon over how
their funds are spent. '

',’ * Planning and Budgeting. In addmon to the economic impact of
+, faculty bargammg, both in terms of increased faculty salaries and
> " the proce,ss costs of bargaining, the: presence of a faculty umon $1a5‘ U
. implications for all forms of institutional planning. Declslonmakmg '
esies’ bécome more formalized, and often faculty participate in
jjor: nmtutlonal decisions that were made solely by admmlstrators
before,"ifaculty unionization. Systemwide unions have, by their alli-
- an’ces Jw;,th ‘state education agencies or state employee refatnons offices,
encouraged centralized planning over issues once decldecf on the local
-campus (Duryea and Fisk 1976; ]ohnson and Gershenfeld 1976)

Research has found that umons attempt to control the plannmg'
.process by expanding the scope of bargaining beyond issues of Salaries
and working conditions- (Garbarino 1973; Andes 1974). Although
faculty job security motivates .the union’s desire to include retrench-

ment provisions in contracts, these articles obviously have-a major
1mpact on how institutions respond to enrollment declines and to
-shifts in"patterns of student demand for particular progranis»lnstntu-
tions have .found, as in the case of Bloomfield College, that stricfg”
budgets and projections of further enrollment declﬁtet ay not ade:y " m
‘quately constitute financial exigency (Begin, Settle, sand, Alexander -
1977) and. that tenured faculty. must be retamed even in."under-
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: subscnbed programs Admtmstrators at another institution found
~ that attempts to plan new high-enrollment: academic programs with-
-, out consultmg the union brought ¢censure not only from union lead-
. ers but from system-level admtmstratton (Morttmex: and thhardson '
E 177). | \
" Unions- ire also attemptmg to wrden thetr mﬂuenceover planning
* ' by gaining ‘a voice in-the budgetmg :process; Crossland noted that -
. “real power gravitates toward those who control the budgets, assume’
responsibility - for securmg mstntuttonal revenues, and determine the
. allocation of resources” (1976; p. 2). Even at institutions where -
_faculty have actively  participated in governance; their traditional .
role- in: the budgeting process has been; advisory at best. Unions on .
several campuses have attempted to take an active -role in-budget
" decisions (Mortimer and Richardson 1977; Lee 1977) Reports of a
umon takeover of the budget proces‘ have not yet occurred, but . -
_scholars. of governance and admtmstratton have advocated~full dis-
. closure of institutional budgets to unfon leaders Full knowledge of
-the budget leads to.greater “fiscal responstbthty" on the part of the
-union, they have argued, and faciljtates . mformed dectstonrnakmg
" (Bucklew 1971; Baum 1973). :

_ . The collective bargaining process adds one more factor to an in-
'creasmgly complex planning proc 38 in colleges and universities. -
. Although union contracts may expil e biennially, the implications of -
a proposal made at the bargaining table may have longrange con-
sequences not immediatély apparent to contract negotiators (Kemerer
and ‘Baldridge 1976). Particularly at institutions that belong to staté
systems, qbperattve administration-union relattonshtps for institp-
'-."uonal plapning may preserve a measure of local campus autonompy. -, - '
. (cf Mortimer and Richardson 1977). Crossland felt that the xncr@b_.ﬁ.g} '
ingly {opht icated planning required, coupled with tradntronﬂﬁ»’
culty apathy, would neutralize the’ tmpact of unionization on cam-
© pus planntng§(1976) -However, as ‘unions face steady-state budgets -
“and accept’ the, inevitability of retrenchment and program redesign, -
~ it would be’surprising indeed if ,they did not redouble their efforts
- to influence the_£murc>shape of the mstttutton on which their lieli-

hoods depend. - AN : o .
Students. Dunng the 1960’ 5, students on some campuses, as an
organized gr setzed the opportunity to influence mstttuttonal R

* governance, resea contracung Ppractices, -and other areas of institu, *
tional opeérations. They have dohe little, however, to change the
" course of faculty bargaming, ‘partly - because they are excluded - from

Fee
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bargdxmng at mow institutions,12 and partly because their concerns
straddle -faculty ahd administrative interests. Julius summarized the -

few research stutﬁes that have addressed the influence of students

upon faculty bargaining. He concluded  that, while students can af-
fect the progess- & f negotiations simply by. being present at the bar-
gaining table, it xs ‘not clear whether or not students have influenced -

- the substantive outcomes ‘of faculty contract. negotratxons (1977, p. 4).
*'Mortimer and Richardson, in’ their study of six unionized institutions
.in several states, concluded that students only took an active role in

governance areas related to their concerns (such as the allocation of .
student activity funds), but showed little interest in mstxtutton-wrde
issues (1977) Begin calléed student influence on faculty bargammg in

‘New Jersey “minimal” (1978, p. 78). : ]

N

. Similarly, student decisionmaking power. .appears to have - been
. largely unaffected by faculty unionization. Although scholars examin-

ing the effects of bargaining on governance have noted that students .
appear to have lost power vis-a-vis faculty and administrators, they-
blame student’ indifference rather than unionization (Orze 1975;

‘Mortimer and RxchardSon 1977).

The issue of whether students should be permrtted to partnctpate-

“in faculty bargaining’ is complex and represents a_new 4rea of labor °

relations. Their legal status in the negotratrons process is questmn-
able, for they are nejther management nor are they bargaining unit
members.}* One might speculaté that as tuition and facultyﬂalanes
continue to rise, students may organize in protest and attempt to in-
fluence decisionmaking on these issues, whether or not the faculty is -

unionized. No data exist to indicate that students consider the ques-
" tion of a unionized faculty when (chéosing the,,mstrtutton they will

attend. Also, legally-mandated nt partthgatmn in- faculty bar-
gaining is too recent to permrt analysis of its effects; In short, the

-rolé of students in the managing of unionized - colleges and ‘univer-

sities appears to’ be mconsxstent and unpredxctable.

12 Exceptlons to thu general practice have occurred in Maine, Montana, and

' Oregon, where state legulatron mandates tha/t students he permitted to partigipate’
- in_negotiations’ (Broudncl’ 1976). Until 1975, students participated-in’ negotlations

only over govgrnande matters in Massachusetts public colleges, for state law forbade .
bargaining over edpnomic igsues. With the recent inclusion of wages as a legal
bargaining issue in Mauachusetts student partlclpatlon has been vlrtually ehml
nated h'om negotlatrons (Garbarmo 1977)

13 'I'hh discuuion pnmanly concerns undergraduate students. Graduate teachmg

. assistants are included in’ the faculty union at Rutgers University, and graduate

students at the University of Wisconsin nd the Universrty of Michigan have union-

.ized, while the faculties have not.
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Middle Managcmcnt As centrahzmg layers of system- and state-

level agencies have. been supérimposed on the organizational struc-
“tures of colleges and universities, the working definition of “middle

+ Management” may have changed (Kemerer and Baldridge 1975, p.

Wi

178). Research conducted, at, jtate colleges in Pennsylvama and New -

Jersey has found that sta;‘eteducanon ‘agencies ‘are making policy

decmons on matters once léf’t to the discretion of individual institu-
sions -(cf. recent sgudies by Mortimer and: Begin and their associates).. :
. During the _years . before faculty unionization, presidents' of these ...
former - teachery’, col[eges often had wide decisionmaking dfscrefion,
for' the facultys rolin governance”was minimal (Platg and. Parsons
+ '1968). In systems, where either the state education. agency or the
ernor’s employmgent relations office acts as “management”’ during” -
rgl%)‘nanons with faculty, presidents may have little’ mﬂuence over
declsions by the management negotiators (cf. Duryea and ‘Fisk 1976;
- ]ohnson and Mortimer 1977). The formal grievance procedure which,
in many contracts, places the president at a level several rungs below
the final decisionmaking step also may weaken the -power of - the
. president at unionized institutions: It has become- evxdent that, par-
ticularly within. institutions that belong to large state wystems: of
_higher education, the' president’s role' may be changing to middle
‘management as a résult of the interacting forces of state-level cen-
. tralization and systemWIde faculty unionization.

, Conversely, at single campus institutions, . presndeuts ‘may have
gained or. consolidated their power as a result of facu]ty unionization. .
For example, the ability of the admxmstratlon at Rutgers Umversny
«to :maintain control over. negotiations has preserved its autonomy
from the state (Begin, Settle, and Alexander 1977). Naples_noted that -
collectJve bargaining permitted management to delineate areas of
" managerial responsibility that were :ambiguous before unionization,:
thus enabling administrators fo limit fgeulty authorlty (1974). Mc-
Connell and Mortimer suggested . that the politicization of faculty .
governance required greater administrative authority and coordina-
tion (1971). Kemerer and Baldridge noted an upward shift ‘of de- -
‘cisionmaking power to the presidents of umomzed smgle campus in-
stitutions (1975). :

Faculty unionization has had a more consistent - impact, across
_institutional types ‘and sources of support, on the role of deans. Many
"individuals in these positions once enjoyed considerable discretion
indecisiofmaking; particularly over faculty personnel matters (cf. '
Stroup 1966) They often appomted departmem chanrpersons ap
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' i_'.it)fyam&ance &o'rn either faculty or higher- 1 :administrators.

Researchers are unammous in. their conclu on that, deans have T

. lost power as a result of faculty unionizatiof. Cdmtracts are iRcreas-
. ingly requiring that faculty recommendatlons cohcernmg promotion
and tenure decisions be considered the definitive evaluation of
; scholarly ability, with succeeding decision levels focusing on how well

 the faculty have- justified their decision. (cf. Mottimer and Richard-

- son 1977; Lee 1977), The grievance procedure on many campuses

~ has réduced the decisionmaking power of deans, for decisions may -

~ be appealed, at - levels above the dean, and even informal grievance
~ settlements ‘have tended to mvolve cemral level admnmstratons, (Begm
1'977a, p. 20). g

% T
““Dther powers once; belongmg to-déans have been ngen ol faculty
. on somé campuses, Gershenfeld and Mortimer noted that" commmees_‘

“elected: by the faculty make decisions on matters such as merit y
_ and the allocauon of new faculty positions, which once were t

prerogauve ot ‘the dean (1976). Many contracts fix maximum teach-' -

ing - loads. aqd as;:'gn responsibilities for schéduling. to chaxrpersons
. or faculty committees, excluding the dean frefn these declsums (Good:

wm and Andes 1972, 1973) Rexrenchmem provisions reStrit;;t “deans
" fxom reshaping ‘#cademic’ p s, and state- or system- Jlevel, ;hlrmg oo
'qpotas often "limit the dean’s abi hty to encomQﬁe academic leader- o

~, ‘ahip for program growth or change. AN !
%5 Many faculty comractsQ nbw ,w;equxre that department heads elther
_be €lected, or that their appomtmem be subject.to faculty ratification.

A few also provic for- removal of chalrpezspﬁs by ‘faculty, usually by .

‘a recall vote (cf. Ehrle and Earley 1977)" No longer able to control
the appointment (and thus the loyalty) of department heads, deans
‘have :16st -much of their power to shape depart‘memal pohcy (Gem-

mell 1975). Once considered the first level of administration, chair-

_persons are bargammg ‘unit mémbers on almost all unionized -cam-

"puses, and théir managerial role has been “sngmﬁcamly reduced"a

.(Johnson and ‘Mortimer 1977, p. 42) ot (e

_ Indiyiduals studying faculty bargammg have noéd Mng ,
“ role of department chdirpersons with some ‘concern. Kemerer and -

Baldndge found that chairpersons, who were included in bargaining

units were reluctant to make difficult decisions, -especially in matters -

of _promotion and tenure, and would, shift' the decision responsibility
upward to the dean (1975). Gemmell asserted that department chair-
\ persons’ decisions were niow more -politically motivated than prior

to. faculty - umomzauon because their power_ was "based on-faculty. .

v ’

g

qﬁ cslmcular changes, and allocatéd departmental :b‘udgefs WI'th.v v




T One area’of middle management has’ hee_ "
- of faculty unionization. ‘Fhe. compléxity aid- unfa_‘_.xhanty of qnion-

im mst}ato -to obtain compliancq; with institutional pOllClCS (such o
affirmative acuon) ‘that migllt be Junpopular within departmems R

.:5). “The union contract ha 'thus »reduced the managerml pow‘e( o
£ department chalrpersons and has resulted i a;power
in the administrative hlerarchy :

1#ed labor’ relanon.s_v'have momyated many msmuuons to create. offices:: .
of employee relatiofis andl to lrire professlonals w:th 1abor relatlons;_ L
‘experience to negati ‘_and_ administer the toitract: (Bucklew 1971570
Institutional research: “specialists have become ‘critical  to- the costing. -
out of bargaining dethands and the extensive plannmg that is espe-
cxally needed at unionized. institutions (Kemerer and’ Bald"ndge 1975).
OIher admxmstrators _may requlre training’in the -procedures. of con-'ﬂ"
tract admmlstratlon and grievance processing (Welsbetger -1976; ‘
POWeIl 1977) Administtators who have experlenced the: complexxtrcs
of negotiations have advocated the hiring of a-professional outside
-negotiator (cf. Duryéd and Neddy 1977; Whlker, Feldman’ andl Stone
1977; Naples 1971), espe;:nally for negguatmg ‘the first comraCt, {Grede .
1977) Other writers cduion’ against- usmg. negotiators. who: laclt an’.
nderstanding of academit’ xss'u::s desplté tHeir labor . relauons' ex-
tisa_ (Johnson and Morumer 1977)‘ G : 4
_spmmary, facul A umomtatxon eyery "dmmistratxve”. '
: ‘within the ins ution and ha created‘thq need for addmonal_~_ :
admxmstrauve training "and spec1allzauon ' §ofhe Ethese ‘changes . -

o may be ‘as much ‘a result of centralization: of ‘state. authomy as they

vioo-

L
il

¥

~and Trom mattérg; of ‘contract administration. In:sbme «cases this, €x-

- are’ of unionization. However private and pubhc campuses; alike.:
- have evidencgd a shifting of admlmstrauve authorm) 'relauonshlps
as a result of (a‘culty unionization.

" ‘Boards of Trustees Unless members of an msmuuons board of -

trustees actively participate_ in contract negotiations, the preoccupa,
tion’ of faculty and adnungttators with uniorfization activities may
result in the ‘board’s . nsola,ﬁqm,from the bargammg procesi. Research -
" conducted .on facu‘lty 'Barga‘inmg in' state systems of higher educauon* -
" has revealed the.virtiial exclusion of local campus boards ot Aip es . -
from decisions ‘m de.:by the management team durmg "h%gouati_ ¢

clusion is’ of llt[lﬂ(‘ slgmﬁcance for local boards of msmunons be- R
longing to state systems often have little decision power (Mbrumer
~and Rlchardson 1977) or were newly created and had béen allowed




~3little time to. develop thexr authonty before the faculty umomzed
it (Begln, Settle, and Alexander 1977). , -~ .
", In the United States, the first mstltuttons of htgher educatlon
vested in lay boards of managefs the prxmary authorlty and respons -
bility. for ‘institutional management Although trustees’ at’ most in-- v
sfitutions have delegated much of thejr managerial authority to ad-
> ministrators. and some to. faculty, they have retained legal respon- .
stblhty and authority . for the. .management of these institutions; (Wol-
- lett 1975; Clark and Youn 1976). This. legal responnbthlty remams
-when the faculty signs a union contract. R
"5',~ + Farly researchers and.writers ,predtcted that, faculty umomzatlon
" would increase ‘the . powe of trustees. Kémerer ‘and Baldridge as-
°serted that ﬁscal crises woulcf require frustees to betome acttvel"ih'-' .
‘volved, in- decxsmnmakmg onice handled by faculty and admtmstra ‘;‘;_,_,.v"';_fj
. tors (1975) Carr and Van Eyck felt that trustee authonty would in- o
“crease (1978), especxally at prtvate institiutions:, JThis. trend would """ '
;" occur, they" felt espec.tally at institutions’ where the trustees were the
- finial step GE the’ griévance process. s BRI 4 ‘-‘
Alrecent study ‘of ‘board memibersof umomzed mstltuuons repo,rted '
xmxed effects of faculty bargammg on board authonty nBoard ‘mém-
ber réspondents insthe. Duryea- -Neddy study reported that their'aw- - ...
" thority’ had been, peduc" ~foi.a numbér of reasons, _including; £aculty i
umomzatron.(1977 “p..- 26).. The' éonomtc recesslon centralxzatton of
authortty,m pubhc systems; st
. publit’ appropriations, and rediced federaI reSearch-,,;funds alga con
. .mbuted to the declme in trustee authority (P2 Respondents ad

4
f

hastzed that faculty unicnization’ forced- an mstttutlon to set goals
axid g0 “plan carefully lest .the' institation-““find. itself fenced in by
It dwn response. to questrcms, at the bargaining 1 table”” (p: |ll). v
- Trustee responﬂents viewed the major impact of fat -'_bdrgammg
- from a ﬁnanclal perspectlve They reported that.a pmon ‘éontract. re-
* duced ‘the institution’s flexibility ‘in financial matters,: espe(:tallyid""' :
ing a crisis. They noted more conflict concermng budget, ‘Allocations, -
- especially. ap. cam uses where several unions. jockeyed for budgetary
£ javors ,Budgetmg‘ Qr facnlmes became more difficult with-a umomze
culty, ! rustees . also commented on the.need'to compete wn.h faculty
f1 lobbying the leglslature for approprtatlons (p 13). - ' :
" ‘Board metnbers felt that sorfe of their. authority’ had s fied. 1o
. ward’ the" faculty and also. toWard extegnal Jevels; since ® external
; - arbltrators ‘could overrule. board declslons (Du):yea and Neddy 1977)."
: Kelley and Rodrtguez (1977) found _that: board members tend to i
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. delegate more authorrty to’ the presndent on unionized’ ‘campuses to "
- facilitate contract 3dmm|stratlon Despite these shifts in anthority,
* board, members‘may péfain® considerable personal liability for: in- =
¢ ...’ stitutional ‘decisions. A New ]erscy Supenor. Court,awarded punitive
+ - damages against individual board members and the college’s ’Pl‘CSI o’
dent as a result of the.termination of a faqulty appointment (Endress’
i .Brookdale “Community *College, 19‘76) 14, Although.: that decision
. was. overturned ‘on appeal, it represents. the potential extent of
trustee respons:bnlmes exen. at"’a unionized” institution (Duryea and
Neddy 1977 p. 22). ,1-;’ oy
I appears, then, ,that vfaculty umomza,uon exacerbates the weak-
" ening.. of board power. in public syftems”of. higher educat}bn, ‘but’
~has th! potentnal to increase- board power at private and single-
v -campus public institutions. While boards at these latter institutions" .-
.. may make more final decxsnons than they did prior to umomzaubn, '
_their decision’ choices ar::t more,jurcumsmbed by the restrictions
" of the union contract. Thé combina}xon of greater responsibility and = %
narrower decisions areas will require closg:cooperation and collabora-
tion between the admmmratmngand the board in order to keep
‘board mernbers briefed so that ‘they ginay maké informed décisions,
.and to hélp. the administrators coﬁve)”ihe spirit of board decisions )
; through their contract admnms’trauon activities.

Extemal Relauons Vlrtually no data. exist descnbmg "the effect
of faculty uniortization o t'ftbnn.stxtunons relaronshiip with alumni,
" state leglslatures, ‘and othér; g)i(emal groups. The Duryea and Neddy
. study of trustées at uniopized’ "iiétitutions reported that the unionized
©_'status of facylty.made little difference in the quality of public rela- -
" tions (1977} Liltle evidence' of extreme legislative, displeasure with
unionized (pcu’lty, has: been reported For example, although the
Pen’nss'lvama Mate leglslatgre required faculty ‘at. Temple University .
' to complete productwlty Teports, these reports- were requjred of all’
state-related institutions, irrespective of union status (Johnson and. -
Gcrshepfeld 1976) Many scholars pemcwe' legislators as unfavor- -~ . -
. . ably -inclined. toward higher educatto[f awn,h- -no e¢vidence -of more
- .fayiable. attitudes toward nonumomzed "faculty (Katz 1974 Morti-
mer and Johnson 1976a). . . '

_ Some writers Jnse a pubhc amtude developmg toward higher |

. ‘ehucauon that presents a more serious threat to its traditional inde-
pendencé and’ autonomy thin does faculty unionization. Mortimer
and ? cConncll refer to'an assemon by Clark Kerr that “qullc .col- .
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. leges and universities have been subjected to so much external con-’

. trol- that' they have become what amountssto yegulateg public utili-

{ dei” (1978, p. 233), The concept of“higher education ,as a public '

- utility reflects & partrcular philosophy of the .putpose of higher edu- *

,cation  that diya? greatly from_ traditional scademic values. It’as’

‘sumes a copflict ". interest “betwsen the public and” ﬁlstituti'o’f' of
‘higher educatipn, ‘and if’also; assuines -that costs' and benefils- of

“. higher education 'may be mcasured by*eeonomic 'indices (Mortimer oy,

. 1974, pp. 38-39). While the unionized status of an iqstitlftion's-fa;g{ty’ )

- *may not directly cause a “public utility™ attitutle towayd the ingiffu- -
 tion, it must be remembered; that ‘unionizgtion ‘does iricreasg externale

. _.influence’ over ‘certain segmenys of an institdtion's Speiations, It may

" be that uniohization of aii- ‘inkstit_ution"s faculty” ¢racks its shell of
\local_autonomty in areas bf personnel’ decisions, worKload -policies, * &
and salary schedules; allowing, quasi-regulation by fgencid o'tztsidé

~ -cof the ‘irfstitution and ‘even outside of higher eduastion. , " ’
- Summary - ¢ Co T ‘

" The effects of faculty bargaiging'pn camipus_operdtioris’ are as’

- varied as the institutions thepselves, “But -after nearly a decade ®f
. observation and ‘research, a few trends a’ppéaring.‘lhign con- - -

,tracts establish formal relationships between adminigrators and . '
~*faculty and often betweéen - jgcﬁlty groups. Adminjstrators must con-
sult with faculty before making decfsions. that affect faculty melfare.- - -
© Senates have survived on most c#mpyses, but usugily by the tolemance - '
of unions,  and’administrators r,pust"respcct the decisionmaking juris-
. dictions- established for each group. . Yooy e
- " The grievance procedures inchmied in nearly al} faculty, contracts
» have not only improyed due process in¥personne]. decision$; but have' ¢
_given greater decision power to.departmental faculty and o central .
administration: Deans arid department chairpersons have lost much-
, of ‘their former autongmy, whiclj was based on ambiguots decision
* authiority ‘delegated by centtal administration.. Administrators have
* .0 far managed. to rétain budggtary‘comrol, but unigns dre slowly
.,‘Z,_g_erodingi'a'clmi,nisulztdrs' power to make unilateral budget decisions.
"-*'Studeént participafion in .campus decisionmaking appears to have
', dedreased slightly, although lgck of interest appears fo'be @ major
- ..causé of this outcome. However, the loss of presidential and trustee -
, .power on campuses with system-wide unions appears to be a result
- .of the interaction Bt centralization by thesstate and faculty unioniza- .
" tipn. Presidents and trustees of private institutions have probably in-. #
qeascd'fgf' 'conSoliglaFé_d their power, but if external arbitration is =
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permitted by contract, thése institutions are also vulnerable to external
.influence.
The. reearch and wmmg on faculty bargaining suggest- numerous
. lmphca,uons for administrative decisionmaking, whether or not an
ingtitution is presentlysunionized. Although public institutions that
are, system. members . face especxally difficult proHlems related to
" unioni#tion, enough similarities in research. results exist to be use-
ful to most institutional situations. The followmg section will syn-
thesize these results into’several policy and action recommendations
for both administrators and faculty in their attempts to manage
umomzcd or soon- to-be-umomzed institutions of higher education.

o, o
2,
»
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Summary, lmpllcntlom, and Recommendations
For Rmarch and Practice - A
Summary of Rcmrch ' o
" . Much of, the impetus for the faculty bargaining- movement has ’
| been the faculty’s desire to gain group power to ensure itself a role
"in campus decisionmaking. Even though individual faculty members -
p%rtmpated in poltcymakmg and were able to influence administra.
tive decisions, this power was not organized and was often not rep-
resentative of the interests of the entire faculty. Individual faculty
- members on many campuses wielded influence proportional to their
- ability to atu‘act research funds, the length of " their pubhcatlon
" record, or their informal relationships with administrators. This in-
. fluence was often substantial, while the ability of faculty as a group .
_ to affect the outcomes of decisions was minimal (Kerr 1963).

‘e Pre-bargalmng faculty power was also a result of plentiful financial
resources, espécially during the enrollment surges of the late 1960's.. -
Preoccupied with rapid growth and often lacking the technical train-
ing necessary to manage ‘a multimillion dollar institution, adminis-

. trators allowed faculty to make decisions on ‘what courses they would -

. teach, when classes would be held, and maximum class size. While -
. these decisions concerned academic issues, each also bore fiancial
1mpltcatlons for the institutions. The abrupt decnease in enrollment -
. growth and other contextual factors durihg the early 1970's produced
_ a financial squeeze; inducing many administrators to assert their
~ management prerogatives and to asfime responsibility for academic -
decisions in an attempt to- control costs. Increasing system- and. state-"
level control over certain decision areas weakened the faculty's grasp
on 'decisionmaking power. The rules had changed quickly, and on

. many campuses the faculty felt itself unprotected. Their former reli-
ance on' collegiality and the primacy of academic: excellence were

_no defense against strong central offices andl administrators under
pressure to reduce budget deficits. Trust in their administrative col-
leagues and the protection of aicademic freedom were inadequate;
formal procedures, rules, ynd ‘contractual . protections were required
to_preserve faculty interests in this seemingly hostile environment. .

The collective negottattons process .and its- resulting contract are .

no more than a‘method of structuring relationships between faculty-
and administrators. The’ contract specifies areas for joint faculty/ .
administrative decisionmaking ‘and establishes the procedurgs to be-

A3
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" used in- makmg decisions in these areas. The contract may also specify
_decisions that are made by faculty alone, depending on' the scope of

the contract. It is lmportant to remember that most states and the
NLRB require. only. that matters affecting working conditions be
negotiated. If trustees and administrators, out of respect for faculty

- expertise, delegate mariagement Tunctions to faculty, the structure for’
. these relationships may be agreed to either by contract or ‘informally.

On campuses where faculty have been delegated little: power prtor
to collective .bargaining, contracts generally include matters of aca-
demic governance (Begin 1978). However, other unionized institu-
tions have been reluctant to incorporate governance practices into

- thetr contracts in an effort to maintain flexibility for both faculty

nd administrators. These latter institutions often have a history of
faculty participation in governance and have maintained or developed
fairly good informal relationships between faculty and administra-
tors. .. :

‘Unions are essentlally conservative. Especially in higher education,

. they have been organized to protect existing faculty rights or to gain

additional power (Kemerer and Baldridge 1975) Because they art
protective of tradition, they tend to resist change, or attempt to make
change extremely .difficult to. bring about (Begin 1978). They may-
distrust administrative attempts at innovation, especially when the
tmpetus for change comes from state- or system-level agencies. This
conservatism and the reluctance of labor relations boards to- inter-
fere with established governance praqttces (Begin 1977a) have pre-

- vented the sweeping changes predicted by early writers (cf. Wollett
1971; Boyd 1973), who implied that the “industrial model” of ad-

versarial relations, rigidly formal procedures, and - the “lunchbox
mentality” would invade academia. .

. While forms of tradmonal governance have either survived or been
created subsequent to faculty unionization, .the bargaining process

_has consequenees: for ‘other areas of institutional management. Ad-

ministrators.at some unionized campuses have found that faculty
bargammg may impact the institution’s mission and goals.!® Cam- .
puses that belong to state systems have already lost some of_ their

ability to control institutionial mission through’the creation of state- -

wide- coordinating and governing boards (cf. Berdahl 1971), ahd re-

~searchers have found that faculty baxgdmmg tends to increase state-

\

16 For purposes of this dlscussnon an msutuuons mission will be consndered to

beé its goals for the following: diversitv and level of academic programs; student
qualificatioris and access to “the institution; and faculty qualitics (é.g.. orientation
to rescarch or teaching, and recrunment priorities). S @
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level power over Mpus dedsronmakmg (Duryea and Fxsk 1976
© Johnson and Mortimer 1977). ~

It should be remembered that factors other than' faculty bargammg

affect institutional miission, The prevalené.,ﬁna‘ncrgl squeeze has often - -

. caused 'academic programs to-be evaluated not only by their academlc _

‘excellence but also by the dmount of financial support.they generate.
_Student cnrollmems both by numbers and by their demand for
“indifference to, certain programs, seriously influence instit
* missions The chpngmg composmon of college student classes al
sxgmﬁcance for institutional mission, especially for those public in:
stitutions located nea; pobulation -centers (cf. Anderson, Bowman;
“and “TThto 1972y, Aig A tany public Tnstitutions, Tegardtessof
whether tl)elr fa ‘ulty re. - Unionized, state c&ntrol constamly threatens
"""tions mission. - * : :

One. elemcnt - @886 mz.al to control over an msutuuons mlssxon is |

'long-range plarmmgu O‘iten, facult.y unionization complicates’ and
“slows planning,:since. formal procedures must be followed and faculty
 groups. must be’ 'consu)ted (cf.- Mortimer and Rxchardson 1977). Also,
union contract end :té emphaslze short-term  gains, focusing on
salary increases;, ontklo‘ad maxima, and- retrenchment -restrictions.
- For example, contracts that are broad.in scope may ‘include specific
policies for faculty contact hours, a practice that miay- effectively
prevent faculty from accepting overload assignments or intersession
teaching duties, even if they wish to assume the additional contact:
hours. These restrictions, coupled with state or institutional pohcres
of nonreplacement of faCulty and a moratorium on new hirings, may
~prevent .the development “of courses . or ‘programs that have the
" potential to attract new students. Contracts may al limit: the
number of hours a faculty' member spends advrsmg students” or
" directing independent study- projects, again reducing’ ﬂexnblhty Con-
 tractually-mandated retrenchment’ procedures often r quire  laydfis
by seniority, seemingly with less concern for program considerations.’
than for job protection for senior Iaculty 16. All of r.hese built-in
rigidities, then, argue for contraets of limited scope. However, limited
contracts _require good fanh on the part of both faculty and ad-
mmlstrators to reach mformal agreements and to honor, these agree--
mems as well as to allow. the institution the ﬁexlblhty to respond

- 18 Louer noted that limited rqlrenchmem clauses; such as in the Rutgers Uni-
versity contract, ensure, the union a. voice in the decision to retrench while; main-
‘taining ﬂexlblluy in deciding retrenchmenl( .critéria and. in respondmg to . the

) parucular crisis at hand (1977 p. 248)

5 . i . Ll
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to its constituency and- to better control its future through' joint long-.
range planning. ‘ S

But are informal “good-faith” agreemen
campuses? An initial reaction would probably be negative, for one
impetus for unionization was that the f f‘tys ““faith™tm procedures.

. and rules [was] greater than that iri the people who administer them -
and those who are regulated by them” (Mortimer 1974, p- 41). The
adversarial nature of the negotiating process would seem fo prevent -
the formation or maintenance of positive, trusting faculty-adminis-
tration relationships. : o - :

Yet research results have identified several examples of what might
be called “successful” bargainin relationships, several of which em--
phasize informal faculty-administration cooperation. One contributing .
factor appears to be contracts that are limited to salary matters and
general -policies relating to working conditions, with matters of

. “academic governance being referred to traditional collegial methods

- - or to informal joint agreements (cf. Begin 1976; Johnson and Gershen..
+7. %y feld 1976). The use of an experienced negotiator who either has. an
"..academic background or maintains very- close relationships with the
+ . administration has been cited as contributing to’positive bargaining
o relationships " (Orze, 1975; Lee 1977). "Attempts on the part of both
‘ _;}gé’des to resolve differences inform'iilly and within the institution have

(LY

*.also .contributed to successful relationships on unionized campuses

Qrze 1975; Begin 1977a; Mortimer ‘and Richardson 1977). _

e i L\ . . Lo

D{sagx;eements aver, bargaiffing-‘tan cause conflict among faculty
reeme ! ,

F Sy

i Vi N, :'834- PR I & { . . s . .
2 x@raups, ¢f f?p 1&&{@ tooperation ,‘be.tween fac.ulty and administration,
'-.‘chegh?dh_ts"_gvg}faund that, when "the senior faculty support and
lead ‘the uniohization process, conflict among faculty is reduced , .
(Gemmell 1975; Begin 1978). A union that supports the faculty senate, "
o~ and refrains from encroaching on the senate's jurisdiction also con-
tributes to harmony on unionized campuses (cf. Begin 1974; Baldridge
and. Kemerer 1976). The institutions where faculty-administration
relationships. appear to be the most_positive show evidence of ex--
. tensive union-administration consultation, cooperation, and com-
munication (Mortimer and Richardson 1977), - : o
Information gdthered at institutions wliere the faculty has voted-
" “no agent” _“g')ﬂers":idditional suggestions for the management of union-
' - ized.campuses.” Chariges made: by. administrators in anticipation of a
union certification election, zilthough -they éar_mot be viewed as caus-
- ing the “no agent votg, may provide insight on issues that faculty’
believe are important. For example, there is reason to think that

‘possible on unionized -

v,
O
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‘tct 1S, T)y ithe president: at a major private university to employ
lfacu ty advisory committees for budget decisions helped to ‘redtice
"} ﬂ;e momentum for faculty umomzat.'on 17 .

althbugh the 'faculty voted -
agalnbt \;momzatron a. formal gnevance— rocedure that includes ex-
";-ternal ‘arbitration ‘was developed The gNevance procedure allows
"; any éupute to be gneved and limits -facult liability. for ‘arbitration
o exp\!med {(Herman ]1976). While faculty uniorjzation has not yet come
'~‘ '-to.d vote at the Umversrty of Wisconsin, strong external pressures -
for merger .of the Umversrty with the state umverstty system have
-cansed . faculty to consider unionization.” A formal faculty lobby;"
hl‘ed by faculty payroll checkoffs, has hired a professional lobbyist
tb represent ‘faculty needs to state officials (Hagengruber '1978). While
f-. niot, umomzed <the faculty have acted. collectively to focus their group
power on decisionmakers external to the’institution, The administra-
ttcm at Albion College faced with an imminent union certification
electton, _hired 'a new “faculty-oriented” dean, introduced a mew -
faculty evaluatron system, created a task force to develop a grievance
ptocedure, and made “other significant policy- changes (Mortrmer
Johnson and Weiss 1975, p. 42).

'__ o Adler’s study of faculty governance power at unionized and non- -
unlomzed institutions (1977) found that the highest percentage .of
faculty-admmntratlon ‘joint- -action” 'decisions occurréd at institutions .

« ! thar had voted “no agent,” followed. cldsely by unlomzed institutions

' .. (p- 18). The decision areas studied ‘in¢luded’ pergonnel, nCademrc, and
_administrative mattérs. Adler also found the laigést increase, between
1970 and 1977, in: the nurhber of‘msututlons at wﬁlch decrslons were

o4 '~made‘by joint action, at.gastitutions whose faculties' “Kad” voted "
: 'agent (1977, -p. 16). 4[ e ‘na causal relationship cah be pro
between the |increased, decision power delegated to" facu'lty
re,!eg:tron .of. unlonlzatlon Adlers ‘results underscore the -val

.

faciilty place on tlclpatlon in_campus (lecmonmakmg amd
suggestions.for tiy anagemen,t of both umomzed and nonumo
institutions. . '
‘
t A} .
Imphcatzons for Instztutronal Practtce RN

“The foregonhg analysrs of researcl\ and Other wrmng concernmg
- :,faculty umonlzatloxh shows the - many L£orms and_directions ‘this dy-
"namtc process may

J— . \

Ry Author's. mtemew wnh senior ‘faculti memher ~from thc lhstitutlon. March

1978. e e . X
e ' o
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', . factors on_ faculty. bargaining. cannot be overemphasized, for the ex-

tensive diversity among institutions of, higher ‘education..is’ reflected

-~ in the diversity of bargaining relationships. However, \research re-
sults and analyses of legal decisions related to faculty bargaining do -

'suggest some directions. for practice and policymaking to facilitate
. . ‘governance, institutional decisioninaking, and joint faculty-adminis- _
. trative planning under collective bargaini§. . - : '
Efforis to Structure Bargaining. Although nearly half of the states’ .
have legislated bargaining relationships for public higher education
faculty, and although the NLRB has developed some consistency in © -

 its rulings on faculty bargaining in privaté“institutions, it may still be

* ‘possible for administrators and trustees to influence decisions on the

- structure of balf_ga_'i'ning. There is evidengé, that some administrators

and trustees; especially from those institutions within state systems,

did not take advantage of opportunities to helpshape early hargain-
.- ing decisions, and now have little influence iring’ negotiatipas (cf. -
o Mortimer 1976, p. 94; Kemerer 1977; Johnson _é't@iiﬁ?lor.timer 1977, pp.
~ 385-36). Changes may be made even after a bargaining structure is
.established. For example, although the Pennsylvania labor relations
statute designated the employee relations arm of ‘the governor's office
“the “employer” for all public employees, that office delegated
iggtiation and contragt. administration responiibilities for higher
‘éduication faculty to thé staie: department of education just before
the second- contract was negotiated (]c;p.nson.and Gershenfeld - 1976).
“Arrangements for bi‘level bargaining allow broadly-based issues, such -
as compensation, (o be negotiated at the state level, while individual s
campuses may negotiate issues of local concern such as workload or ¥ .

governance (Carnegie Council 1977). Budget requests’ may be split, : ~
with one appropriation requested for an institutional budget and a %

arate appropriation ‘reqliegted for faculty salary inéreases (Car-
riegi¢; Coungil 1977). "Admiristrators at piivate institutions do not -
ce-.the ‘réstrictions ‘of state enabling legislation, and may have a Ny

ﬁféatér: gppértunity to influence the scope of bargaining as well as ;-

the tenor of the ensuing negotiations. -l .
Modification of the "Industrigl” Model.” Contraly.to the grim.:
predictions of early critics of faculty bargaining, faculty-adnjinistra-
tion relationships do not necessarily follow the traditional industrial i .
model of polarization, conflicting iriterests, and. adversarialisrir. -Ad-. o
- “ministrators and faculty at several institutions have developed:de. . -
cisipnmakihg.an'ei.;cgn'sulting [processes within the.collective bargaining’ | S
framework that, have preserved collegiality and tooperation." Walker, /" "
Feldman, and Stone (1976) have described a: *“collegial collective bar-

v R
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'gqining model” at Southeastern Massachusetts University that .em}_'
phasizes the building of trust, joint consultation and decisionmaking;

3 "and.delibérate attempts to-resolve diﬁergnteé informally. In a major’
deviation from the industrial model of negotiations, both sides simul-

taﬁedugl'r gubmit their *“ideal™ontract’” rather-than conceal.the issues: "

" edich #fde Vvalues most (p. 121). Orze described a process, in"use:at the
“same institution, where the admpinistration’s chief negotiator (an out=

- side consultant) met with all ‘constituencies one month before nego-
tiations to draft, a contract. proposal using ideas from many groups

(1975, 'p.;:f“i).' ‘Other modifications of the industrial model may be

: madgﬂggg.n'” developi;ng_. a grievance procedure. For example, at Tem--
~ ple Dhiversity, a faculty committee is the fina] step for appeal’ bf
- negative tenure decisions (Lep.1977). Other grievance procedyres may

. . T TWAT .. . . . - ¥ .
require a faculty or ]omr’h;:ufty-:;dmnnnst'_r‘a;,lﬁon committe¢ tQireview
persannel- decisions made by deans 6t ‘otli¢t middle managers (cf

Begin 1977a).:M#iiy faculty ‘unions, d‘és}iife’{ “their status as the “ex-

" clusive representative” of the faculty, permit faculty senates and other
~ faculty governance groups to operate, and support their existence -
(Begin 1974; Baldridge and Kemerer -1976). Another research team
- found that change processes existing ‘outside the negotiations stru¢-

ture were instfumental in promoting- both institutional, fexibiity - - -

andf posit_ive'éféérk'giiﬁg;;relatjqnships ‘(fly.;i_'ﬁ"timer and Richardson 1977);

At many, inititutions; 2’ néw, form of governance, which .integratés’

s

i°"(Beng9ZQ) L

Role of MQ'Pf"éidcnf-; The consé;lé
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others). Others have conchided: that the, bttitide -of the president éets -
the; tone for botli negbtiation “séssions. and"-post-bargaining relation-
- ships“(Gershenfeld -and ;Mortimer 1976). Begin:noted that “the col- -
+% . léctivé Bargaining: progiay; is"% reactive process which reflects and re-

orces. basic ‘institutional vejationships” (1978, p. 77). Researghers

L wk o-hirve studied faculty-adiministration relationships on-several’cam-
~ B e e i . y . L. p “
7 have” stressed the importance of ‘the president’s willingness to

© pust

. .‘confer’ éxtepsively with the union to keep communication as open
and: informal as possible and to respect union-leaders as’ professional

; ""ch'I’eé?nggffd. Mortimer and Richardson 1977).

" While: it.is clear that faculty bargaining formalizes. reiatiohships‘

' beiwee_n_ faculty and anillistrators (Kemerer and Baldridge 1975), .

-

B

faculty bargaiing and traditional gavernance, has enhanced faculty ',
,»-u’y"-T"maA'l 'g.' g gQ . y
: power 'whiie.'yg;_ml-;ting considerable -:_fg.clulty-administrat‘iy_g coopera:

hi;'j';,_'_respons'ib'i‘l'ity for . building positive ‘p:r_'\‘i:t;rn';;@_fi}'i"h'ist‘ration ‘rela-
‘. #tionships rests squarely. with top-leye ~administfators . (Orze 1975;:. .-
Walker, Feldman; and_Stone 1977; Keélley:'and Rodriguez 1977; and




.. L 3

‘these 'relationships need not be adversarial and they "'need not con-

© stitute the only interaction between faculty and administration..
Studies of unionized institutions have indicatéd that. where faculty-
and administrators #focused on designing acceptible decisionmaking -

- processes as well ‘as “attaining acceplable decision  outcomes, faculty-

* administration- accommodation was ,successful ' (Mortimer and Rich- .
ardson .1977). These résearchers found a- correlation between the
character of union lqadéréhip and administrative leadership on the
six campuses Visited. At the institutions where presidents were the
most authoritarian, union leade_rship was the most radical and least
willing to cooperate (1977, p.#178). Administrators who stressed.
“moderation, accessibility and openness, of . communication”* were
favored with union leadership exhibiting’sirmilar behaviors ‘(p- 173).
‘Clearly, further research is necessary to confirm this finding; however,
“there is little doubt that the ‘attitudes and “actions of top-level ad-,. >

he

ministrators,."..esp'eqially presidents, contribute significantly to-
quality of .union-'administratio'n. relationships, » o
fg.."R'cdistributi'on‘éf Authority. Faculty collective bargaining ] -
distributed authority both within insfitutions ang, at the'system:and -
.‘state level. Most researchers agree'that. states have:been taKing:stgps. °
to centralize decisionmaking an: Rnping for higher-education fdr, «
Bearly a decade (Weinberg :1976:and: others). It appears that’ by dnv
yolving the state eitherdirectly of. indirectly in campus- affairs’ "
through the négolia‘t_i'oria-_;prp‘cgsﬁ,‘:_,f_adu"lt,y_'u_n_ionizatiqn’has contributed
o the centralizing trend, .especjally in"states where control over public
- higher education was already’ becoming highly centralized (Begin
e .'1976;, Johnson and Gershenfeld- 1976). Tllé ‘redistribution. of au-
.- thority within -institutions, . discussed eaglier, is less generalizable, *
Faculty have_clearly gained formal tecisionthaking power at union-
ized. i‘li;é'ti,tutions (see, Kemerer and Baldridge 1975;. Johnson' ang: - -
', Mortimet 1977; Begin 1978, for example); hoWever, the extent of this™
power and its implications - for decisionmaking .practices vagy with
each institution. =~ . (PR T
A few implications of this redistribution aré generalizable. Coh--
tractual grievance procedures :require due process to be used in all .
persontel decisions, which requires decisions made at. each level %o
be cq}‘éfully supported and extensively docuniented. Many contracts
requiiﬂre“.;;he administration to explain any decision that is made con-
trary- iq"facplty‘ recommendations. On most unionized campugses, .~
faculty groups fhust be consulted about and participate in a wider
range of decisions than they had prior to unionization. The roles

wal
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of !enate‘ ‘have; changed on some c?{npuses, espeelally where senates S
fprmctly addressed issues related to terms and conditions of employ-
.. mignt, All of these changes may reqmre modlﬁcauons of “decision- "
making: stnfctureB’ reaIlocatton of hdmtmsq‘auve tasks and prtorxtles,. .
* ahd. changes- in’ administrative $taffing. - Reaearch results reported :
above would argue for faculty 1nvolvement in changes that- Adminds
. ttdtors make in'the dCCISIOHmakl : ‘;,ructure to’ ﬁetter accommodate"..':
faculty bargammg B L :

 Preserving Local Campus Au';;‘“‘,_
that local campus autonomy i$:usua 1yh
' negotiate with fepresentative: - OF LB {ernor, the state. department.

SteTg’; "'hlgher education (Weinberg

“oroof educatlon, or large: ppbl;. &
197 76):"Pub bl “institutions at which the .

-"‘Rasearch results lndtcate -
iketied' when faculty unions .

1976; Mortimer and johmon
Board of Trustees i$ considered th ihployer aré more fortunate,.'i‘.‘ :
'3 for'negotiations are less likely to be mﬂuenced by qxtemal agencnes,“ '
%+ however,state labor board rules often *determme) the. composmcm of;:r
i ¢ the bargaining unit, ‘the scope “of bargau’ung, aq_d the manner i~
whxch admmntrators must’ admlnlster the contract (the latter through i

grxevance arbltratlon) Prtvate institutions also e cnrcumScrtbed -
255 by 'rﬂ!mgs of. the NLRB. Clearly, faculty untoﬁ‘i’zatmn has the” po- o
- tentlal to reduce local: campus autonomy, .. .V u \r

. Coser, iri his study- of conflict and its, functton in society, wrote that .
o external threats ‘tend to unite- conﬂlctlng parties into a cohesive group”
1+(195G;+ pp.; 98:104). In some. situations. where administraiors and
' faculty ‘have perceived state agencies as a ‘threat to local campus
,‘. ‘_' autofiomy, -they have formed informal coalitions to solve~ problems
o locally or to present a unified power front against usurpations. At
Rutgers University, the uriion has cooperated- with admmlstrators to
_retdin - the institution’s mdependence from close state supervnston
(Bcgln 1976). The unjon’ and administration at T Smple Umversnty___
have* joined forces to blunt legislative efforts to standardize workloads
and to lobby for increased state support' (Johnson and Gershenteld
1976) Institutions that have used the strategy of accommodation be-
. tween’ traditional governance and ‘collective. bargaining, which re-
qmres faculty- admtmstr,atlon Eooperatton, have tended to be more
successful- in retnmmg local autdbnomy. (Wemberg 1976).. These in-
‘formal coalitions havg tended to occur at institutions’ where pre-
bargammg faoulty power was substanttal and where collegial gov-. i
* ernance was the horm. Conversely, state-level union accommodations - -
" with” the state’ education department have weakened local autonomy
“*at the Pennsylvania state colleges (Johnson and Morttmer 1977)
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, ._~ .‘and values held: hy facult and‘admmnstratm's prtor to} umomzauon )
. "Yhis. process is also substantlally affected by the size, .type of: controf B
“and acddemic: mission of the college within whlch bargammg occurs.”,

‘These' mtetfrelatmg and warjable factors comphcate cefforts to study 3}
, syskmauca‘lly the causes, processes, or eﬁects of faculty collecu've bar:.
. g'ammg : , T
e .., The vartabxlxty of faculty bargaining on college campuses across L
o 'the country reduces the utility of large, cross-sectional surveys of‘ .
‘attltudes toward and perceptions of faculty bargaining. Begin: (1978) R
D _suggested that researchers should undertake longitudinal research;. .
.t'..;__:_;includmgsthe study of a college’s pre-bargaining governance system, N
S m order to understand current tbargammg relatxonshlps on selected .
. /college campuses. More systematic 'and objective data- should be /"
,gathered on - pre- and’ post-bargammg decisionmaking procedures,,
..committee structures and jurisdictions, and planning processes. Ad s
diuonal research should focus onf other factors affecting .governance
: and decisionmaking, : such as’ state -or ‘systemi agency policies, geo- .
graphlcal range and persounel composition of the bargaining unit, =
~-and leadership 'styles of top- -level administrators and union_officers; -, -,
- Comparative studies of govern#mce at campuses that belong to the
' same 'systemwide union would be especlally useful because many -
'~ sources of variance woiild bac?rolle/d .

e _A; + Many institutions, whether r! not their lacultles qre umomzed‘
Yf:ave created -spetia}l’ offices thit conduct_ sophisticated mstltutxonal R

t*’research These offices mtght undertake studtes of govemance ‘@nd
:dectstonmakmg on ‘their campuses, examining ‘both :the soctal

- processes of decrsronmakmg and the declslonmakmg strUcture ‘Sys-
~ tematic collection of these data“would be. useful ‘not only to the in- -
. stitutions, but to scholars attempting. to- understand“ the interaction. ‘'
of the' numerous forces affecting bargaining relationships Addmonal ‘
research should .examine governance "and dectsxonmaimg on cam-

' puses where faculty have rejected umomzatlon or ‘where pre-unioni- "

~ zation activities are evident, focusing on sources of faculty dlssatls-‘
. faction and administrative efforts to forestall . unionization.

‘ Although research on faculty bargaining is maturmg, much of it
- is §till exploratory. A better understanding of the’ effects of bargain- .
= mg on mdlvtdual campuses will enable researchiers: to. begm making

e o
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- imited" companmns. 50’ tha»t the effect of “faculty unionization on_,

- "-htgher educauon in general may bé more: cleatly understood L

v

NN
o N

;-

' "'-:-Recommmdatmm S A

A negonated cont‘ract is a Iegall -en.forceable lqstrument that re- ..

W -qun'es faculty and admlmstrators to:structure their' ‘behavior accord

- ing to -the tefms on ‘vhnch -they have”agreed Often. the formahty of .'

. this instrument. permeates “all intéraction between the two parties to -
‘thee- contyact, stnﬁmg intiovation and . fostering. rtgldlty Yet .research.
‘has found that -where faculty are concerned the law is. less unportant '

-~ thait ““the prevathng expectatnons of {‘the mémbers ‘of a’ parttcular
college or university concerning the mer of operatton (tradxtmnal

. fgovernamce ﬂnor collective bargammg) which suits” their” needs :
- (Begin 1977b; p. 14). - B A e

Iq “inionized mst;tutrons, as. m hlgher educatmn in general drwr'

b ity is the most prevalent*characterrstlc (Whtte 1976, p. 22),, Further

———xomphcaﬂng -attempt.szie-_geaeaahu—a{;out_umomze .

-the iftevitable huiman" factor, for “the people Who occupy “the post-ri :

~» tions e more ;mportant than. the positigns themselves” (Hodgkinson

1969, :PP- 140-141) Despite. the- standardizing tendencies.of the col-.:-‘_ .

lective bargammg relauonshrp, reséarch results stress ‘this complicated
~ “human: factor™ ‘s having special ‘significance for policymaking ‘and
manageméht at unionized institutions. Administrators may have sub- .
’?stanual mﬂuence on, the ’ structure of the bargammg. the breadth of
'the contraCt the tone of the negotlatton sessions, .and - the quahty of
e ‘the relatlonshtps ‘thag ensue:; Studies of several’ inGtitutions * that
operated ‘under “identical- contracts have revealed substant1a1 dtﬂer-‘,

-ences in’ ‘the quahty of campus relatronshrps the style of decision- -

malung, and general “satisfaction* concernmg ‘institutional, manage-
 “meny (cf. Mortimer ‘and- Richardson - 1977) The' followmg recom-
¥ mendatmns while- of necessrty general could apply to most mstrtu- -

- i

(l) If faculty ‘Unionization appears inevitable, especlally if supported
- by, senior faculty,: administrators should use " their” energtes to. hap
shape the bargammg structure rath“er than to oppose umomzatlon.. '

o fmvolve_d‘as “much»as posslble An’ the struttbrmg of. bargammg,_
L 'ni'_'de giuﬂ‘hg negotmttons, and subsequent""pohcymakmg

uonal srtuatrons' EEE L Lk S .

i

;9 -

"‘:-'.(a) At pnvate matitutlons. trustees should~be. kept mformed an"{"




3

BE pomble attempt to mﬂuence enablmg ]egnslatron before it be_"-:"
comes law.: Af the Taw Alreddy -exists, efforts should be made td’
qpersuade the s;ate-desrgnated e.mployer to accede to:

Cotes . 1y oy f . B

- 1. Bi level bargalmng D ' SR

. 2 Appqmtmg the governing board as marragement 5 repr’esentanve .
-t 8:7Split budget appropriations . P
L 4 Local autonomy aver per‘sonnel academnc, and planmng de- .

' " cisions - :

e (2) Admrmstrators must ’ recognlze the union as the legmmate ex-
clusive | representauve voice of the faculty. Frequent consultation wrth

'unlon leadershlp a'nd open communication channels are essgntia).

(3) Once? the admmlstratlon has establlshed posmve relatlonshlps

with . :gé, lll'llOl'l, it should consult with the union ‘on’ the; best way

for that institution. to mcorporate “tmdmonal governance" processes.

_into the- declsnonmakmg structure. The choice - of a ‘method will de- ’.,
pend heavily on the scope of the contract, the’ exnstence of faculty
govemance groups on campus and the. securlty of umon leadershlp L
.in relauon to othét faculty groups PR poeot /
({) Successful unions. that have faculty support and feél securg, m
their. decnsnonmakmg role ténd to be less militane: Administrative
cooperation and support for the . union- should enhance a RX ion’s

securlty andihscourage militancy.  _- ‘i .- ' //

(5) Short-range contractual disputes, even. those concermng retrench-

- ment, should not obscure the need for systemauc lO/Kg range plannmg
-Union involvement'in the planning process has ihe potential to make
union leaders more "aware of future constr?né This knowledge may

K encourage ‘more reallstlc negotlatlng dem ds and compromrses Rl

(6) Umonnzed governance is' probably more polmcal than collegla'l
- _even on thé most harmonious unionized campuses Admmlstrators
" pust balance political skills used in the decnsxonmakmg process 'with -
the collegial values that shape the substance of pohcymakmg and
planning decisions. _ T ‘

)
i)

: Insutuuons of . hlgher educatior, mt:specnve of the presenge or .
v ' absence of a faculty union, are facing an_ uncertain- future, Financial*.
support is a p/w'blem for both pubhc and’ private msutunons and
public instipdtions face- ever- mcrcasmg encroachment of their -au:
tonomy by’ central ag?:ncles Internal conflict and frequent appeals -
for extefnal mterventxon in local institutional operauons exdcerbare

O
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“an hreﬁly difficult task of managing 'and leading a college or -uni-

vu-sity.lcollectivc'bargainiﬁg can structure and ‘ifistitutionalize con-
flict, and cam pyovide formal procedures and roles for ‘the,campus

' community; however, it can nether create nor. destroy - amicablg,
cooperative faculty-adnfnistration relationships. Only-the individuals

themselves can determine the quality of governance and institutional

management at their institution. .
' o .
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